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PREHEARING CONFERENCE STIPULATION | 


| 
Pursuant to Rule 38(k) of this Court, and without prejudice to the 
right to file such motions in this Court as any party may deem 
appropriate, the parties, subject to the approval of the Court, hereby 


stipulate and agree as follows with respect to the issues and the 
procedure and dates for the filing of the joint appendix herein. 


I. STATEMENT OF THE ISSUES 
Case No. 21,832 

1. Whether the Board properly concluded that the International 
Ladies Garment Workers Union represented a majority of the 
production and maintenance employees at the Company's Beaufort 
plant on and after March 7, 1966. 

2. Whether the Board properly concluded that the Company 
violated Section 8(a)(5) and (1) of the Act by refusing to recognize 
the union on March 7, 1966 when the union demanded recognition, 
and thereafter, based upon its allegation that it represented a 
majority of the production and maintenance employees at the 
Company’s Beaufort, South Carolina plant. 

3. Whether the Board properly concluded that the Company 
violated Section 8(a)(1) of the Act by the pre-election talks of its 
President Bernat. 

; 4- Whether the Board properly concluded that the Company 
violated Section 8(a)(1) and (5) of the Act by granting wage increases 
to its employees subsequent to the Board-conducted election. 

5. Whether the Board properly concluded that the Company 
violated Section 8(a)(1) of the Act with respect to Company garment 
tags worn by employees in the period preceding the Board-conducted 
election. 

6. Whether the Board properly concluded that the Company dis- 


criminatorily discharged or laid off employees Julia Frazier, 
Rebecca Frazier, Alice Ebbs, Dorothy Walker, Dorene Crumley and 
Evelyn Houston because of the Union activities,in violation of Sections 
8(a)(3) and (1) of the Act. 


The Company contends that the following issue is also in the 
case: 
Whether the Board properly concluded that the employer 


interfered with the conduct of the Board-conducted election of 
May 13, 1966 and set the election aside. 
Case No. 21,785 | 
1. Whether the Board erred in failing to provide any retroactive 
relief to compensate employees for losses incurred as a result of 
the Company's unlawful refusal to bargain on and after March 7, 


1966, 


Il THE JOINT APPENDIX TO THE BRIEFS 

1. The portion of the record to be printed shall be embodied in 
a Joint Appendix, printed copies of which shall be filed in this Court, 
and served after the date for filing reply briefs pursuant to Rule 
38(k). The Company and the Union shall serve their respective 
designations of contents of the Joint Appendix on or before July 12, 
1968. The Board shall serve its designation of the additional 
contents of the Joint Appendix on or before July 26, 1968. : 

2. The Board shall supervise the printing of the Joint Appendix. 
Each party shall bear the cost of printing that portion of the Joint 
Appendix which it designates. Each party will pay the printer 
directly for its share of the printing cost and mailing expenses. 

3. The Board's designation shall include the Trial Examiner's 
Decision and Recommended Order, the Board's Decision and Order, 
this Stipulation, the Court's Order thereon, and such further parts 
of the record as the Board deems essential to the disposition of the 
case. | 

4. It is further agreed and stipulated that any party and the Court, 
at and following the hearing in the case, may refer to any portion of 
the original transcript of record herein which has not been printed 
to the same extent and effect as if such portions of the transcript had 

| 


been printed, it being understood that any portions of the record 
thus referred to will be printed in a supplemental Joint Appendix 
if the Court so directs. 
I. THE BRIEFS 
The briefs may, pursuant to Rule 38(k), originally be filed in 
typewritten form to be followed by printed briefs. 


Dated at Washington, D. C., 


this day of June, 1968. Jerry D. Anker 
Morris Glushien 
Attorneys for Petitioner 
International Ladies Garment 
Workers Union, AFL-CIO 


Dated at Washington, D. C., 


this day of June, 1968. E. Riley Casey 
William H. Smith, Jr. 
Attorneys for Petitioner 
Garland Knitting Mills of 
Beaufort, South Carolina, Inc. 


Dated at Washington, D. C., /s/Marcel Mallet-Prevost 
this 10th day of June, 1968. Marcel Mallet-Prevost 
Assistant General Counsel 
NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS 
BOARD 


[Filed June 14, 1968] 


Before: Wright, Circuit Judge, in Chambers. 


PREHEARING ORDER 


Counsel for the parties in the above-entitled cases having sub- 
mitted their stipulation pursuant to Rule 38(k) of;the General Rules 


of this Court, and the stipulation having been considered, the 


stipulation is approved, and it is | 

ORDERED that the stipulation shall control further proceedings 
in these cases unless modified by further order of this Court, and 
that the stipulation and this order shall be printed in the joint 


appendix herein. 
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10-CA-6720 
and 10-CA-6752 


INTERNATIONAL LADIES' GARMENT 
WORKERS UNION, AFL-CIO 


GARLAND KNITTING MILLS OF 
BEAUFORT, SOUTH CAROLINA. INC. Roce 


and 11-CA-3067 
INTERNATIONAL LADIES' GARMENT ae se 
WORKERS UNION, AFL-CIO ( 


Chamber of Commerce Building, 
Beaufort, South Carolina, 
Monday, March 27, 1967. 

The above-entitled matter came on for hearing, pursuant to 
notice, at 10:00 o'clock a. m. 
BEFORE: | 

PAUL E. WEILL, Esq., Trial Examiner. 


APPEARANCES: 


CHARLES M. WILLIAMSON, Esq. 1624 Wachovia Building, 
Winston-Salem, N. C., 
appearing as Counsel for 
General Counsel for the 
Eleventh Region, NLRB. 


STEPHEN D. HISE, Esq. 528 Peachtree-Seventh 
Bldg., Atlanta, Georgia, 
appearing as Counsel for 
General Counsel for the 
Tenth Region, NLRB. 


WILLIAM H. SMITH, JR., Esq. Smith & Smith, 610 
Barringer Building, 
Columbia, South Carolina, 
appearing on behalf of the 
Respondent, Garland 
Knitting Mills of Beaufort, 
South Carolina, Inc. 


Box 266, Florence, South 
Carolina, both appearing 
on behalf of the Charging 
Party. 


= a 


PROCEEDINGS 
MR. WILLIAMSON: Mr. Examiner, we have completed a number 
of stipulations; there are certain things we have agreed Your Honor 
is to take notice of. First of all, we would move into notice the entire 


representation case proceeding, involving the Beaufort plants of 
Garland Mills, 11-RC-2331. In that connection we will move that 
you take official notice of the R case transcript in that case, pages 
46 through 49, and on behalf of respondent, they desire that you take 
official notice of page 7 of the transcript. I have a copy of the 
transcript here that you may want to look at. 


(The documents heretofore marked 
General Counsel's Exhibits 1 (w), 
1 (x), 1 (z), 1 (aa), 1 (bb), 1 (ce), 

1 (dd), 1 (ee), 1 (ff), 1 (gg), 1 (hh), 
1 (ii), 1-444} and 1 (kk) and received 
‘into evidence were withdrawn.) 


TRIAL EXAMINER: Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: On the record. Since there is no objection, 
I will take notice then of the entire representation case. I assume 
from the fact there is a transcript, there was a Decision? 

MR. WILLIAMSON: Yes, sir, we desire that you take official 
notice also of the Decision and Direction of Election in the case, 
dated April 13, 1966. We would ask you to take official notice that 
an election was held at the plants here in Beaufort on May 13, 1966; 

that a tally of ballots was compiled and served upon all parties; 
that the results of the election as reflected on the tally of ballots 
was a loss by the union by a vote of 174 to 103; that there were a 
total of 280 votes cast, including three challenged ballots. We would 
also ask that you take official notice of the supplemental Decision, 
Order and Direction of Second Election, by Mr. Reed Johnston, 
Regional Director of the Eleventh Region, in the representation 
case proceeding, in which the election of May 13 was set aside, and 
at that time a second election directed. 

We would also ask that you take notice of the fact that re- 
spondent’s request for review of the Regional Director's Supple- 
mental Decision, Order and Direction of Second Election was denied 
by the National Labor Relations Board on October 13, 1966, and I 
have present here copies of the Regional Director's Supplemental 
Decision and the Board's telegram denying request for review. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: In that regard, do you have a copy of the 
original Decision and Direction of Election? | 

MR. WILLIAMSON: Yes. I might add, Mr. Examiner, Iam not 
really sure that that is necessary. The unit as defined in the Com- 
plaint, of course, the bargaining unit, has been drawn, of course, 


from the Regional Director's Decision and Direction of Election, 


but there is a copy -- 


TRIAL EXAMINER: I don't see any need for the tally. I have 
here a telegram denying request for review. Does respondent 


have any objection? 

MR. SMITH: I have no objection. The request for review? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Yes; otherwise I can simply take cognizance 
of the fact that a request was filed. I shall take notice as requested, 
I shall have the Decision and Direction of Election marked Trial 
Examiner's Exhibit 1; the Supplemental Decision, Trial Examiner's 
2; the Request for Review, 3, and the Board’s Decision thereon, 4. 
I shall not have the transcript marked as an exhibit, so I can return 
it, and I will waive duplicates on 1, 2,3 and4. As for the tally, I 
take that to be 174 "No’s” and 103 "Yes’s” and three challenged 
ballots, is that correct? 

MR. SMITH: Yes, I'll stipulate to that. 

MR. WILLIAMSON: Mr. Examiner, we would place in evidence 
at this time what I have marked as General Counsel’s Exhibit 2, a 
booklet distributed by the company between June 1 and June 15 at 
the Beaufort plant, entitled, "Your Job with Garland.” 

x = x * 

DOROTHY McLEOD 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of General Counsel and, 
having been first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 

* = * * 

TRIAL EXAMINER: On the record. Any objections? 

MR. SMITH: There is no objection to the introduction of that 
card. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right, the card will be received. 


(The document heretofore marked 
General Counsel's Exhibit 4 was 
received into evidence.) 


x * 


CROSS EXAMINATION 


* * x * * 


Q. (By Mr. Smith) Mrs. McLeod,. when you signed this, who 
did you give this to? A. Well, it was, I don't exactly know her name, 
all I know is her first name, she wasn't on the committee, she was 
just one of the committee's friends, I guess. Peggy; I don't even 
know her last name. 

Q. Was she an employee, you knew her as an employee? 
A. Yes. 

Q. What did she say to you at the time she gave this to you? 
A. She told me that it was supposed to be in confidence, no one need 
ever know I signed it. | 

Q. That's what she told you? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Did you, did she tell you if you signed it you couldn't get 
fired? A. No, she didn't tell me that. 

Q. What did she talk to you about? : 

A. At that time it was just starting out, and she said it was an 


organization, and that we would get more money, and we probably 
wouldn't get laid off. | 

Q. She said you would get more money and wouldn't get laid 
off? A. If you did get laid off, you'd get your job back, it was 
something like that. | 

Q. Did she tell you everybody else had already signed one? 
A. She told me a whole lot had signed. 

Q. How many did she say had signed? A, She aida tell me 
the number exactly. | 

Q. But she did tell you that if you signed this card, you would 
get a raise, and you couldn't get laid off? A. She didn't say a raise, 
you know. 

Q. You'd get more money? A. Yes. 

Q. Shetold you that? A. Yes. 


MR. SMITH: Nothing further. 
bal x « 
ALVENA PARKER 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of General Counsel and, 
having been first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 


= = - ee * 


CROSS EXAMINATION 

x = x « *x 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) Did you read the card at the time you signed 
it? A. No. 

Q. Did anybody read it to you? A. No. 

Q. Did anybody tell you what the card said? A. No. 

Q. You were just told to sign it? A. Well, we were all in the 
store, and they told us to sign it for a union, so everybody signed it, 
so I went along with them and signed it too. 

Q. How many were there at the time? A. I don’t know exactly. 

Q. Who was it that did this? A. Some of my girl friends. 

Q. Did you know it was the International Ladies’ Garment 
Workers Union at the time you signed the card? A. No. 

Q. Did you ever find that out? A. I did. 

Q. When did you find it out? A. Later on, but I don't know 
exactly what time. 

Q. What else were you told at the time you signed that? 

A. About the card? 

Q.. Yes, who was it that asked you to sign it? A. Rebecca 
Frazier. 

Q. What did Mrs. Frazier tell you at the time ? 

A. She just said that they were trying to get a union to come 
in there if they could get enough to sign for the union. 

Q. What? A. If they could get enough girls to sign to have this 
election for this union. 


Q. Have what for it? A. The election. 

Q. She told you that those signatures were to get an election? 
A. No, she told us that if they got enough names, you — got 
enough, so we could get a union in there; if we got enough people 
to sign up for this, with these cards, that we would be able to get, 
you know -- | 

Q. Anelection? A. Yes, for a union. : 

Q. So you signed up to get an election? | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Oh, wait a minute, now, I can't understand 
what you are saying. She told you what? And would you speak up 
louder, please? And don't interrupt her, please, until she finishes 
her sentence. : 

Now, what was said to you? | 

THE WITNESS: She said that if we got enough to sign this, 
that we would be able to get enough members so we could have this 

union, and go about, you know, go about joining this union. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You may proceed. | 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) Did she say anything about an election at 
that time? A. No, I don't remember her saying anything about an 
election. | 

Q. You don't recall? A. What I said was, I don't remember 
her saying anything about an election. | 

Q. And you signed it at that time? A. Yes. 


* * * * 


REDIRECT EXAMINATION 
Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Mrs. Parker, at the time yo. signed 
the card, and you were with the group of people, was there anything 
that happened that prevented you from reading the card? A. Well, 
I was picking up groceries and we were in a hurry to get home, and 
I just didn't read it, and after we signed.them we went to the car and 
we started talking. I didn't, you know, I was just talking, I) didn’t 


bother to read it. | 
| 
| 


MR. WILLIAMSON: All right, nothing further. 

Q. (By Mr. Handler) One question; did you ever attend any 
union meetings? A. Just one. 

Q. Justone? A. Yes. 

Q. Was that before or after you signed the card, do you 
remember? <A. It was after. 

Q. How soon after? A. I don’t know exactly. 

Q. Did you ever tell anyone from the union that you wanted 
the card back? A. Well, I didn’t never know that I could get it 
back. 

MR. HANDLER: That's all. 

RECROSS EXAMINATION 

x = «= * * 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) Had you known that you could have gotten 
your card back, would you have asked for it? A. Yes, sir, I would 
have. 

MR. SMITH: Nothing further. 

FURTHER REDIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Mrs. Parker, did you do anything to 
find out whether you could get your card back or not? A. No, I 
did not. 

* * 

MARYANNA L. NOE 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of General Counsel and, 


having been first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 
cd «x * * * 
CROSS EXAMINATION 
Q. (By Mr. Smith) Mrs. Noe, do you recall the circumstances 
at the time you signed this card? A. You mean the day and what 


happened ? 


Q. Yes, what happened, do you recall? A. Yes, vaguely, not 

all of it; it's been a while. 
i 

Q. Who came to see you, was it a lady or a man? A, A 


= | 
Q. AMan? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Where was that? A. My home. 
Q. Your home? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Now, was there a discussion had at that time between you 


and him? A. And my husband was present also. 


Q. Your husband was present? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Tell me as much as you can recall about the aiseissicn 
which you had. A. He told me who he was -- « | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Who was it? 

THE WITNESS: I don't remember his name. He was a ig 
man, that’s all I remember. 

MR. WILLIAMSON: Was it a Mr. White? 

THE WITNESS: I believe it was, yes. 

MR. WILLIAMSON: Well, do you remember it? 

THE WITNESS: Well, when I described him you said tat, 


and it came back. 
Q. (By Mr. Smith) It was a big man? A. Yes, and he just 
started talking about a union, if I would be interested in mowing 
about a union; he showed me the card. I said of course I zs worked 
for a union. 
Q. Where did you work for a union before? A. I woreed for 
Bethlehem Steel, back home. 
Q. That was the Steel Workers? A. Yes. He asked me what 
I thought of it, and I said, well, that union was terrific, so I signed 
a card to more or less say that I had been contacted -- : 
MR. WILLIAMSON: Object to what she signed it for, and move 


that it be stricken. | 
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MR. SMITH: I believe that it is most pertinent and relevant. 

MR. WILLIAMSON: Well, I don't believe that -- 

MR. SMITH: I believe, in fact, it’s an issue here. 

MR. WILLIAMSON: Mr. Examiner, the subjective feelings of 
the employees, I think, as to why they signed the cards, are 
traditionally irrelevant. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I think the Board agrees with you, too, Pll 
have to sustain the objection . 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) Mrs. Noe, was the word “election” mentioned 
while you were having this conversation? A. I can't answer that, 
because I don't remember if it was or if it wasn’t. I think it was, but 
I'm not sure. 

Q. Did you mention “election” yourself? A. No. 

Q. You heard about the election yourself? A, Yes. 


Q. At the election did you vote the way you wished to vote ? 


A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Do you recall having talked with me on about January 16, 
earlier this year? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Is this the statement you gave to me at that time? A. Do 
you want me to read it all? 

Q. Yes, sure, go ahead and read the first page to yourself, 

A. That’s right. 

Q. Let me ask you again, with respect to the use of “election” 
in the conversation, it wasn’t mentioned? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. In what respect was it mentioned? A. Well, if the union was 
going to come in there, there would have to be an election. 

Q. Excuse me, was that your words or Mr. White's words? 
The big man's? A. I believe I said that, I'm not sure, you know, 
because when he started talking about a union, knowing that I had 
worked with one, I said, “we voted.” 

Q. And that went on during the conversation that you had with 
him? A. Yes. Well, you see, that was a confusing day, that’s why 


I don't remember everything; it was on a Sunday. | 
Q. Election was discussed on that day? A. Yes, along with 


about the union, yes. 
Q. And did you request that an election be held, of this man, Mr. 


White, I believe? A. No. | 
Q. Was it your purpose in signing the card to receive an election? 
MR. WILLIAMSON: Objection. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 
* * * 
THELMA CROSBY 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of General Counsel and, 
having been first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 
DIRECT EXAMINATION : 


* * * * * 


Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Did you sign a card for the union? 
| 


A. Yes, I did. | 
Q. I show you what is marked as General Counsel's. Exhibit No. 
7, and ask you now, please, if that is your signature? 
(The document above referred to was 
marxed General Counsel's Exhibit 7 
for identification. ) 
A. That is my signature. | 
Q. And did you put the date on the card? A. Yes, I did. 
MR. WILLIAMSON: At this time I offer in evidence General 
Counsel's Exhibit No. 7. | 
MR. SMITH: Voir dire, please. 
VOIR DIRE EXAMINATION | 
Q. (By Mr. Smith) Mrs. Crosby, did you put all the writing on 
this card? A. Yes, I did. | 
MR. SMITH: No objection. | 
TRIAL EXAMINER: The card will be received. | 
| 
| 


(The document heretofore marked 
General Counsel's Exhibit 7 was 
received into evidence.) 


* * 
CROSS EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) You stopped working for Garland before the 

election was held, did you not? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. How soon was that, do you recall? A. I started the year 
before, I think it was in about -- definitely I don't know the date I 
started, but it was about July, I think. 

Q. Imean the day you stopped work? A. Oh, the day I stopped 


work ? 


Q. Yes, you quit, didn’t you? A. Yes, I quit on account of 
illness, I worked part of three weeks, part was in March, and I think 


one week was in February. 

Q. Part of three weeks in March? A. Well, the whole three 
weeks, one week was in February, and the other two weeks was in 
March, but I don't recall the dates. 

Q. And you haven't worked since then? A. I haven't worked 


since. 


* = * 


REDIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Were you working there the first week 
of March of last year? A. I don’t recall whether it was the first 
week or not, because I had too much on my mind, I couldn’t remember 
then what date it was that I worked, what days and what dates. 

* * * * * 

CATHERINE E. HECK 

was called as a witness by and on behalf of General Counsel and 
having been first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 


| 
17 | 
| 


TRIAL EXAMINER: Give us your name and address, please. 

THE WITNESS: Catherine Heck, Thirteenth Avenue, Port 
Royal. | 

DIRECT EXAMINATION | 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Are you sometimes known as Cathy? 
A. Yes. 

Q. Mrs. Heck, have you ever worked for Garland Knitting 
Mills here in Beaufort, South Carolina? A. Yes. 

Q. Directing your attention to January and February of last 


year, were you working there at that time? A. Yes. 

Q. Do you remember any union campaign among the ladies out 
there at the plant? A. Yes. | 

Q. Did you sign a card for the union during that campaign? 
A. Yes. | 

Q. Ishow you what has been marked as General Counsel's 
Exhibit No. 9, and ask you, please, ma'am, is that your signature? 


(The document above referred to was 
marked General coaness Exhibit 9 
for identification. ) 


A. Yes, it is. | 
Q. And did you put the date on the card? A. Yes, sir. 
| 


* * * * 


CROSS EXAMINATION | 


| 
* * * * | * 


Q. (By Mr. Smith) Mrs. Heck, where were you when ene card 
was signed? A. Where was I? 

Q. Yes. A. At home. 

Q. Who came around to see you, do you recall? A. I don't 


recall his name. 


Q. Was he anemployee? A. It was a man from the. union and 
one of the girls from work. 
Q. Where? One of the girls from where? A. mow work, 


Q. What did they tell you at the time you signed that? 


A. That everybody else signed. 
Q. That everybody else had signed? A. Yes. 
Q. Then you signed it? A. Yes, it was one of my girl friends 


that came around, and she said that all the ones that we were together 
with had signed anyway, so I might as well, so I did. 

Q. When 'this union organizer came to your house, he told you 
everyone else had signed? A. Yes. 

Q. And you signed when he told you that? A. Well, he said 
the majority of everybody else had signed, you know. 

* * * * 

NORA VIENE POWELL 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of General Counsel and, 
having been first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 

x = x *x * 

CROSS EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) Mrs. Powell, you are presently working at 
Garland? A. Yes. 

Where were you, Mrs. Powell, when this card was signed? 

At home. 

At your home? A. Yes. 

Do you recall who came there to have you sign the card? 
A. I don't know. 

Q. Do you recall whether it was a man or a woman? A. It 
was a man and a woman, I knew one of them, Mary Parker was one 
of them, I don’t know who the man was. 

. But you didn’t know the man? A. No. 
Did you ever read this card before you signed it? A. No. 
Did anyone ever tell you what was on the card? A. No. 
Was the answer “No” to both of those questions? A. Yes. 
On the day that this card was signed, what were you doing 


at your home? A. I had just got back home, my baby was in the 
hospital, when they come up. She had been in the hospital or was in 
the hospital at the time. | 

Q. And you were with your baby, I mean, you had been? A. I 
had just left there, yes. | 

Q. What did you do after you saw them at your home? A. I 
went right back to the hospital, I just came home long enough to 

change clothes and went right back. 

Q. While you were home, these two presented the card to you? 
A. Yes. 

Q. They didn't say what was on it? A. No. 

Q. And you didn't read it? A. They just said the majority had 
already signed. | 

* * * 

REDIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Mrs. Powell, how long did you talk to 

these two people when they showed up at your home? A. Gee, 
I don't know, they were there about thirty minutes, I imagine, only I 


* 


don't know for sure, because I don't remember. 

Q. Well, did you talk with them all of that time or only just part 
of it? A. No, my husband talked some. 

Q. Were you there during the time, the whole time they were 
there? A. Yes. 

Q. Did they do anything to prevent you from reading the card? 


A. No, I was just upset. | 

Q. Did you say anything to them about the fact that you were 
upset? A. Well, they knew I had just come in from the bospiee 
because they had been there before. 

Q. Was there any conversation about your baby at that time ? 
A. Yes, we talked about the baby. | 


92 
93 


Q. Was there any conversation about the union at that time ? 
A. Well, the girl that was with him just told me that she had worked 
under the union, it was a good union, I believe was about all that was 
said about the union. 
Q. Did you fill out the writing at the top of your card, with your 
name and address? A. Yes. 
MR. WILLIAMSON: Nothing further. 
Q. (By Mr. Handler) Mrs. Powell, you said you were presently 
working? A. Yes. 
Q. You said there were two people that came to see you? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And they were present when you signed this card, is that 
right? A. Yes. 
And one you identified as a woman, is that right? A. Yes. 
And her name was? A. Mary Parker. 
Mary Parker? A. Yes. 
And the man? A. I don’t know. 
Did he introduce himself as being with the union? A. Yes. 
He did do that? A. Yes. 
You don’t recall his name? A. No, I don't. 
He did tell you his name at the time? A. Yes, I imagine he 
did, I don’t know. 
Q. Can you describe him? A. No. 
x * x 
EARLINE YOUNG 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of General Counsel and, 


having been first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 
* * te * * 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 
Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Mrs. Young, have you ever worked for 
the Garland Knitting Mills here in Beaufort? A. Yes, I have. 
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Q. Directing your attention to January and February of last 
year, were you working there then? A. No, because I left there 
about a year ago, at least I quit about a year ago. | 
Q. Were you working there in March of last year? A. No. 
Q. When was the last time you worked there? A. About a 


year ago. : 

Q. Now, what, ma'am? A, About a year ago, I quit work 
about a year ago in March, the first part of March. | 
Q. All right, do you remember a union campaign among the 

ladies out there at the plant? A. I wasn't there during that time. 
Q. Do you remember the union trying to get in out at Beaufort? 
A. Ido. : 
Q. Did you sign a card for the union? A. I signed a card. 
Q. All right. I'll show you what I have had marked as General 


Counsel's Exhibit No. 14, and ask you if that is your signature? 


A. That is my signature. 

Q. Okay, did you put the date on the card here, 3-1-1966? 
A. That's right. 

Q. You'll have to speak up, please, ma ‘am so the reporter can 
hear you. Did you put the date on the card here, the figures 3-1-- 
A. That is my handwriting, yes, sir. : 

MR. WILLIAMSON: All right, at this time I offer General 
Counsel's Exhibit No. 14 into evidence. | 

MR. SMITH: No objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: The card will be received. 


* * * *x 


CROSS EXAMINATION 


* x * * * 


card? A. I signed the card first, then I quit. 


| 
| 
| 
Q. (By Mr. Smith) Had you already quit when you signed this 
| 
| 
Q. Right afterwards? A. Right afterwards. 


How long, a day? A. I'd say about a week. 
About a week after that you quit? A. I quit. 
* *« *« 
JESSIE MAE CRAPSE 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of General Counsel and, 
having been first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 
* * * * * 
CROSS EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) Mrs. Crapse, you quite about the first of 
March, didn’t you? A. That’s right. 

Q. The first week in March you quit? A. That's right. 

Q. And you have not been employed since then? A. No, sir. 

MR. WILLIAMSON: Mr. Examiner, I object. 

MR. SMITH: No further questions. 

MR. WILLIAMSON: He stipulated that she was employed there 
as of the 7th of March of 1966, on that list. He consented to that 
stipulation. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Where a witness has testified she quit 
about the first week in March, and there is a stipulation that she 
was employed there on March 7, I will accept the stipulation, I will 
accept it as the controlling evidence, the stipulation. 

= a Oe * 

SHIRLEY GREENE 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of General Counsel and, 
having been first duly sworn, was examined and testified as 
follows: 


* * 


CROSS EXAMINATION 


Q. (By Mr. Smith) Are you presently employed, Mrs. Greene? 
A. Yes. 
Q. You voted in the election? A. No. 


Where were you? A. Home. 
I mean, you were on leave at that time? A. Yes, 

Who took this card from you? A. Rebecca Frazier. 
Rebecca Frazier? A. Yes. | 


Where was the card signed? A. On our way to town after 


You ride to and from work with her, or you did then? 
No, I was just catching a ride with her in town. | 
Did she tell you that everyone else had signed _ cards ? 
A. No. | 
Q. What did she tell you at that time? A. She just gave me the 
card and told me to sign it. 
Q. So you signed it? A. Yes. 
Q. Did you read it? A. No. 
Q. She didn't read it to you? A. No. 
Q. You just signed it because she said to sign it? 
MR. WILLIAMSON: Objection. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. | 
Q. (By Mr. Smith) You did not read the card? A. No. 
Q. She did not read it to you? A. No. : 
Q. What did she say to you before you signed it? A. No, she 


just gave it to me and asked me to sign it; I just glanced over it, I 
didn't read it, I just glanced over it and signed it. 

Q. You signed it and then gave it back to her? A. Yes. 
Q. There was no discussion as to what it was? A. No. 
* * * * 


REDIRECT EXAMINATION 
Q. (By Mr. Handler) Mrs. Greene, are you known by any other 


name such as Laura Greene? A. No. 
Q. Just Shirley? A. Just Shirley. : 
Q. You say you glanced at the card, is that right? A, Yes. 
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Q. Now, in glancing at the card, did you notice this larger 


printing at the top? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. The words, “International Ladies’ Garment Workers Union"? 
A. Inoticed this, but I didn't read it. 
Q. Your testifmony is that you noticed the words, “International 
Ladies’ Garment Workers Union”? A. Yes. 
Q. Did you also notice the words, "Application for Membership", 
those large words at the top? A. No,I didn't look at that. 
Q. You knew this was the card for the union when you signed it, 
that is correct, isn't it? A. Yes. 
Q. You say you were off on leave at the time of the election? 
A. Yes. 
When did you come back from leave? A. June 13. 
June 13 of what year? A. "66. 
Have you worked at all times since that date? A. No. 
You were laid off after that? A. I worked until October. 
Then what happened? A. I was laid off for two weeks, and 
then I was called back the first two weeks in November, and I was 
laid off again for three months and a half. 
Q. Three anda half months? A. Yes. 
Q. When were you finally recalled? A. I came back to work this 
month right here, about the first part, I don’t know what date. 
Q. The present month? A. Yes. 
Q. And you have worked since then? A. Yes. 
MR. HANDLER: No further questions. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Mr. Smith? 
RECROSS EXAMINATION 
Q. (By Mr. Smith) What was the nature of your leave? A. I 
had a maternity leave. 
Q. A maternity leave? A. Yes. 


Q. When did you go off, do you recall about when? A! The last 
part of March in '66. 
Q. And so you were gone all the time? A. Yes. 


* * x 
BERNICE SAUNDERS 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of General Counsel and, 


having been first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 


* * x * 


DIRECT EXAMINATION 


* * x tad | 


Q. (By Mr. Williamson) I show you what I have had marked as 
General Counsel's Exhibit No. 17, and I ask you, please, ma ‘am, if 
that is your signature? A. Yes. 


Q. Did you put the dates on the card? A. No,I don't think so, 
| 


that’s not my handwriting, the date, no. | 
Q. Do you remember when it was that you signed the card? 
A. No, I don't. | 
Q. Do you remember who gave you the card? A. Yes. 
Q. Who was that? A. Mary Gregory. : 
Q. All right, was Mrs. Gregory present when you signed the 
card? A. Yes. 
Q. Did Mrs. Gregory put the date on? A. I don't know. 
* * * * | * 
Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Mrs. Saunders, what did you do with 
this card after you signed it? A. I gave it back to Mary. | 
Q. Towho? A. To Mary. 
Q. Mary Gregory? A. Yes. 
Q. Do you know what she did with it? A. No, I don't, 
Q. Can you give us your best estimate as to how long it’s been 


since you signed this card? A. No, I don't know. I really don't, 


I can't answer that; I don't know. 


Q. Do you remember the election out at the plant? A. Yes. 

Q. Can you tell us how long before the election it was, 
approximately, that you signed the card? A. I don’t know, I think 
it was about two or three weeks before the election, some time in 
April, something like that. 

Q. What? A. I think it was around the end of April, something 
like that. 

Q. What number month of the year is April? A. The fourth. 

Q. Do you remember what day of the week it was when you 
signed this card? A. No, I don’t. 


* * * 


CROSS EXAMINATION 

os * * * * 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) On whatever date this was, you were told 

that if you signed that card you couldn't be fired? A. Yes, I 
was told that. 

Q. That whoever signed a card could not be fired? A. No, 
I didn’t know about anybody else. 

Q. But you -- A. I was told that, yes. 

MR. SMITH: Nothing further. 

REDIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Just a few questions. Mrs. Saunders, 
were you told that you couldn't be fired for joining the union? 
A. Well, not in the exact words, but I was told, you know, that by 


joining the union you wouldn't be fired. 
Q. That you couldn't be fired if you joined the union? A. Yes. 
Q. Isthat correct? A. Yes. 


* * * * * 


Court Room, Second Floor 
Marine Corps Air Station 
Beaufort, South Carolina 
Tuesday, March 28, 1967 


* 


SARAH HAMILTON 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of the General Counsel and, 
being first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Give us your name and address, 

THE WITNESS: Sarah Hamilton, Route #1, Box 359, Burton. 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Mrs. Hamilton, have you ever worked 
for the Garland Knitting Mills here in Beaufort? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. When did you first go to work out there? A.I went to work 
May 4, 1965. 

Q. Are you working there now? A. No, I am not. 

Q. During the time you were working out there, did they ever 
have any union campaign among the ladies at the plant? A. They 
did. 

Q. Did any supervisor or boss ever say anything to you about 


the union campaign? A. I heard one supervisor, a Mrs. Helen 
Smith, she was asking the girls were they in favor of the lunion. 
Q. All right. Can you tell me approximately when this was? 
A. It was approximately May 4. | 
Q. Of what year? A. 1966. 
Q. Allright. Now, was Mrs. Smith talking to you? A. She 
wasn't. 
Q. Then who was she talking to? A. Some girls that works 
behind me. | 
Q. Allright. Now, tell us what all you heard Mrs, Smith and 
these girls talking about. Tell us what they had to say. A. She told 
them that whether they voted for the Union or not, that they were 


going to get a raise anyway. 


* * 


SPURGEON GRIGGS 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of General Counsel and, 


being first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 


e * * * * 


DIRECT EXAMINATION 

e e * * * 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) In contacting a person, do you have 
any kind of a standard sort of speech or pitch, so to speak, that 
you make to them? A. In most cases, yes. 

* * * * * 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Mr. Griggs, direct your attention, if 
you would, sir, to what you would tell people who signed the cards, 
what it was that you actually told them. A. Well, first of all I 
would go and introduce myself as an organizer with the International 
Ladies Garment Workers’ Union, to have them understand that Iam 
a Union representative, and the purpose of my visitation to their 
home. 

Then I would proceed to find out if there was interest among the 
people I was talking to to join the organization and at this point, I 
would have them, in most cases, to read the card, if they show an 
interest, to make sure that they would have a knowledge of the 
purpose of the card, the purpose of my visitation. 

Q. Now, do you know an employee by the name of Rebecca 
Frazier? A. I do. 

Q. Did you ever have occasion to talk with her about signing 
a Union card? A. Yes. 

Q. Ishow you what I have marked as General Counsel's Exhibit 
No. 21 and ask if you can tell us what that is, please, sir? A, This 
is the card that Rebecca Frazier signed in my presence. 

Q. Was that card signed in your presence? A. It was. 

@. Who put the date on the card? A. She did, 


* * * * 


Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Mr. Griggs, do you know an employee 
by the name of Julia Frazier? A. Yes. | 

Q. During the Union campaign, did you have occasion to talk 
with her about signing a card? A. I did. | 

Q. All right, sir. I'll show you what I have had pared as 
General Counsel's No. 22, and ask you if you can tell us what that is, 


sir? 


| 
(The document above-referred to 
was marked General Counsel's 
Exhibit No. 22 for identification.) 


A. This is the card that Julia Frazier signed in my presence. 
Q. All right, sir, who put the date on the card? A. She did. 
MR. WILLIAMSON: I offer at this time General Counsel's 
Exhibit No. 22 in evidence. 
MR. SMITH: Same objection. | 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Same ruling. It will be received: 


(The document above referred to, 
heretofore marked General Counsel's 
Exhibit No. 22 for identification was 
received.) 


* * * * | * 
Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Do you know an employee by the name 


of Arthur Smalls? A. I do. 
Q. Did you ever talk with Mr. Smalls about signing a card? 


A. Yes, sir. 


(The document below ies to was 
marked General Counsel's Exhibit 
No. 29 for identification.) 


Q. I'll show you what I have had marked as General Counsel's 
Exhibit No. 29 and ask if you can identify that document. A. This 
is an authorization card that was signed in my presence by Arthur 
Small, | 


Q. Who put the date on the card? A. He did. 

Q. Was that done at the time of the signing? A. Same time. 

MR. WILLIAMSON: I offer General Counsel's Exhibit No. 29. 

MR. SMITH: Same objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. The card will be received. 

= * * * * 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Do you know an employee by the name 
of Izella Simmons? A. I do. 

Q. Did you ever talk with Mrs. Simmons about signing a card? 
A. Yes, sir. 


(The document below referred to was 
marked General Counsel’s Exhibit 
No. 31 for identification.) 


Q. I show you what I have had marked as General Counsel's 
Exhibit No. 31 and I ask you if you can identify that document. 


A. This is an authorization card that was signed in my presence by 
Izelia Simmons. 


Q. Who put the date on there? A. She did, sir. 

Q. Was that done at the time of the signing? A. Yes, sir. 
MR. WILLIAMSON: I offer General Counsel's Exhibit No. 31. 
MR. SMITH: Same objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. The card will be received. 


(The document above referred to, 
heretofore marked General Counsel's 
Exhibit No. 31 for identification was 
received.) 


Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Do you know an employee by the name 
of Lucinda Simmons? A, I do. 


Q. Did you ever talk to Miss Simmons about signing a card? 
A. Yes, sir. 
(The document below referred to 


was marked General Counsel's 
Exhibit No. 32 for identification.) 
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170 Q. I show you what I have had marked as General Counsel's 
Exhibit No. 32 and ask if you can identify that document? A, Yes, 


sir. 


Q. What is that? A. This is an authorization card that was 


signed in my presence by Lucinda Simmons. | 
Q. Allright, sir. Who put the date on it? A. She did, sir. 
Q. Was that done at the time of the signing? A. Yes, sir. 
MR. WILLIAMSON: I offer General Counsel's Exhibit No. 32. 
MR. SMITH: Same objection. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. The card will be received. 


* * * * a 


i 
CROSS EXAMINATION | 


* * * * * 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) This is one of the bulletins that ro or 
your people caused to be published? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. That was done after that weekend of the 26th and the 27th, 
wasn't it, of February? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. That's right? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. In which you said you had already signed up a majority of 
all the employees? That's what it says? A. That's right. ‘This 
is true. 

Q. And that was distributed generally to all of the employees 
at the plant? A. The employees at the plant. 

Q. How did you do that? Did you do it at their homes or at 
the gate? A. At the gate. 

Q. And caught every employee as they came out? AL That's 
right. 
* * * * | * 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) When you talked with Arthur Smalls, where 
did you see him? A, On the road - I had been to his home - I saw 
him on the road in his pick up truck on a Saturday afternoon, headed 
toward Lands End. | 


On the road? A. To Lands End. 
That was on a Saturday afternoon? A. This is true. 
And he signed it then? A. He signed the card. 


2e 0 


Who else was with you at the time? A. Rebecca Frazier. 
What did you tell him with respect to the card? A. I told 
at the card was for the purpose of him joining the Union. 


£20 


him 


© & 


Did you read itto him? A. He read it to himself. 

He read it himself? A. Yes. 

In your presence? A. In my presence. 

About how long did it take for him to read it? A. Oh, a 


© 


£2 © 


matter of a couple of minutes. 

Q. And then what happened after he read it? A. He read it 

and signed the card because he was a former union member. 

Q. He was aformer unionmember? A. A former union 
member. 

Q. Did you tell him at that time that everyone else had already 
signed the card? A. I did not. 

Q. You didnot? A. I did not. 

Q. Rebecca Frazier was with you at the time? A. She was. 

Q. Did Rebecca Frazier tell him that? A. She did not. 


x x * *x 


HAZEL HOGAN 


was called as'a witness by and on behalf of the General Counsel and, 


being first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 


* Saad * * * 


DIRECT EXAMINATION 
* * * cd * 
Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Mrs. Hogan, directing your attention 
to the week that the election was held, were there any meetings on 


the company premises? A. Oh, yes. 


Q. Did you attend any of those meetings? A. I believe I 
attended all but one. | 

Q. Altogether, how many meetings would you say you attended? 
A. I can't remember that. | 


Q. You don't know how many meetings? A. No. 


Q. Do you know whether you attended one or more than one 
meeting? A. More than one. | 

Q. Do you remember how long before the election any of these 
meetings took place that you attended? A. Well, now, that is kind 

of long ago and I can't remember dates. I do know it was near, 
but I couldn't be any more definite than that right now. I could have 
been at the time but not now. 

Q. I'm going to ask if you would please, ma'am, try and think 
back to that week, to the first of the meetings that you attended that 
week. Do you remember anything of that meeting? A. I do remember 
that the first meeting we had I had to go to the hospital and I missed 
it altogether. The next one I was there. Now what was said exactly, 

I couldn't tell you now. We were told, of course, about the Union 
coming in, but word for word I have no idea. | 

Q. Do you remember who spoke at the meeting, if anyone? 
A. I believe this gentleman was one of them. | 

Q. Do you remember anyone else who spoke at the mnsetee 
A. Mr. Burnat spoke. 

Q. Do you remember anything that Mr. Burnat said at this 
meeting? A. Generally. Word for word, I couldn't tell you. I 
couldn't even summarize, I don't think. : 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Give us your best recollection. | 

THE WITNESS: I remember the gist of it but I cannot remember 
the words. i 


TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. Give us the gist of it then. 


THE WITNESS: Naturally, he was against, or telling us rather 
that the Union wouldn't be good for us. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: What else did he say that you recall? 

THE WITNESS: Well, he did say that he hadn't given us a great 
deal of attention and in the future he would. 

=x * * a * 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Did you hear Mr. Burnat speak once 
or more than once? A. More than once. 

Q. Can you remember anything else he said at any meeting 
that week? A. Iremember that he did say that if we would bear 
with him, that things would be better in the future. 

5 * x * 

| FURTHER DIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Mrs. Hogan, my question to you before 
the objection was this: During the week of the election, did the 
Company post any stickers around the Company premises and around 
the work areas? A. There were stickers posted. I didn’t see who 
posted them, but they were there. 

Q. Tell'us what, if anything, was said on the stickers. A. It 
said, "Vote” and then it had a box and there was an "X" and a "No." 

Q. Just exactly how they came together with a "Vote No”, "X"? 
A. That's right. 

Q. Did you ever have occasion to have any other relationship 

with these stickers other than seeing them around the plant? 
A. Would you say that again? 

Q. Did anything ever happen to you with reference to these 
stickers other than your just seeing them there? A. Me personally? 

Q. Yes, A. Oh, well, some of them were passed out to the 


people if they wanted them. 


* * 


THE WITNESS: I remember being called into the cafeteria 
and then later into the cutting room - the one that was just before 
the election was in the cutting room, and Mr. Burnat made a 
speech and asked us all to stick together, that we had done 50 
before without a third party - just the Company and the people 


stick together without any outsiders. Now, as far as the bumper 
stickers, I don't remember the days or dates even when it 
happened. I remember incidents only. So I do remember about 
the bumper stickers. They were offered to me -- they weren 't 
forced on me. I was asked if I wanted one and I said, “No.” : 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Who asked you? | 
THE WITNESS: Estelle. I couldn't remember at the time. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Who is Estelle? 
THE WITNESS: She is a supervisor. She was then my super - 
visor. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: What did she ask you? : 
THE WITNESS: "Do you want one?" 
TRIAL EXAMINER: What did you answer? 
THE WITNESS: "No." 
* * * * | om 
Q. (By Mr. Williamson) All right. Having read that, can you 
tell us anything about Mr. Burnat's comments? A. He assured us 
that all the piece rates would be looked into and changed if 


they were not right. Now, that isn't worded just like that there, 
but that's what he said, or approximately, the best I can remember. 
Q. All right, ma'am. Was there a meeting held at the }ompany 
the day before the election? A. Yes - or was it the day before? 
There was one last speech Mr. Burnat gave and I assume that’ s 
what you are getting at. 
Q. Allright --- A. Imean a big speech, not a little group 
maybe. | 
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Q. Can you tell us what, if anything, Mr. Burnat had to say 
on that day? A. Well, he told us - well, I just said one thing that 
he said, that we had gotten along all right before the third party, 


to give them another chance to do better. And he said something 
about a big, routy "No” vote that could be heard all over Beaufort. 

Q. Did Mr. Burnat have any tags with him that day? A. He 
had a lot of skirt tags. 

x x x * * 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Well, I ask you now, have you had 
any conversation with any supervisor after you returned to work 
after a speech? A, Well, actually, that was not a conversation. 
She simply asked me if I wanted a label, and I said, "No.” I 
wouldn't call that a conversation. 

Q. What kind of label was this? A. A Garland skirt label. 

Q. Did she have any of them with her at the time? A. Yes. 

Q. Who was the supervisor? A, That was June. 

Q. June? June Who? A. June Martin. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Are these labels that were hung on skirts? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, they are tags really. 

= x * * * 

Q. (By Mr. Handler) Did June Martin give you the sticker or 
the tag? A. The tag. 

Q. Ishow you a document which has been introduced into evi- 
dence and marked as Respondent’s Exhibit No. 10. Can you identify 
that document? A. I can identify it but it was not the one offered 
me. The one offered me was the other one. 

Q. Now, this is Respondent’s Exhibit No. 11 that you refer to, 
is that right? A. Yes. 

Q. And that is the document that June Martin offered you and 
that you refused, is that right? A. Yes. 

Q. And now you testified that Mr. Burnat at his speech before 


the election, his last speech, was wearing a tag? A. Yes. 

Q. Is that tag either one of those? A. Yes, but I don't 
remember which one, but it was a skirt tag, Garland skirt tag. 

Q. So it is either Respondent's No. 10 or Respondent's No. 11 
that he was wearing? A. That's right. : 

Q. Now, while we are on that subject, its being a skirt tag, 


would you explain for the Examiner what these documents are, 


| 
these stickers, Respondent's No. 10 and 11, what they are used for 
in the plant, if you know? A. They go on the band of the skirt. 
Q. On the band of the skirt? A. They go in the band of the 
| 


skirt. | 

Q. Both of the tags? A. No, one is for a different garment, 
different styles or something. I don't know. This is the one I have 
used, have the most knowledge of. | 

Q. You are pointing now to 11, is that right? A. Yes. 

Q. Then these documents are used when goods are shipped 


out by the Company, is that right? A. The finished skirts, yes. 


* * * * ! * 


CROSS EXAMINATION | 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) Mrs. Hogan, this type of tag I'm looking 
at, Respondent's Exhibit No. 11 and Respondent's Exhibit Ae 10, 
these Garland hang tags, are these and similar tags customarily 
kept throughout the plant? A. Yes. 

Q. They are at the desks, at the workers desks, to ati them 
to the goods? A. Yes. 

Q. And in profusion in the plant, let us say, all over at various 
tables and desks where the girls work? A. Well, most of them. 

Q. Miss Martin was your supervisor? A. At that time. 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) Tell me, on the day before the election or 
about the time that you have just mentioned, with respect to these 


tags, were the employees wearing an apron at all, an International 
| 
| 
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Ladies Garment Workers’ Union apron? A. Some of the committee 
did. I don't know that there was anyone else. 


And wearing buttons? A. Yes. 


And were they wearing rain hats? A. No, not inside. 


They wore them up to the plant? A. Outside I didn't notice. 
Did you see people wearing Union buttons, let us say, on the 
left side and a Garland hang tag on the right side? A. Yes. 
« * * * 
JESSIE RIDDLE 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of the General Counsel and, 
being first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 


x x x x * 


DIRECT EXAMINATION 
=“ * * * * 
Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Did you contact an employee by the 
name of Rose Wakefeldt? A. Yes, I did. 


(The document below referred to 
was marked General Counsel's 
Exhibit No. 55 for identification.) 


Q. I show you what I have had marked for identification as 
Generai Counsel’s Exhibit No. 55 and ask if you can identify that 
document. A. Yes, this is a membership authorization card for 
the International Ladies Garment Workers’ Union. 

Q. Directing your attention to the face of the card, who put the 
writing which appears thereon on the card? A. Rose Wakefeldt. 

Q. Who put the date on the card? A. Rose Wakefeldt. 

Q. Was this done in your presence? A. Yes. 

Q. Directing your attention to some writing which appears 
on the right hand edge of the card, do you know who put that on 
there? A. She did. This is her telephone number. I asked her to 
put this on there. 


into evidence. 
MR. SMITH: Same objection. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: The card will be received. 


* * * 


| 
| 
| 
MR. WILLIAMSON: Move General Counsel's Exhibit No. 55 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 


CROSS EXAMINATION 

* * * 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) Do you know Mrs. Wakefeldt? A. 
I've had occasion to meet her. : 

Q. Did she write everything on that card in your presence, 
Mr. Riddle? A. Yes, she did. ! 

Q. Everything? A. Yes. | 

Q. Do you know Mrs. Anthony? A. Yes, I have had oceasion 


to meet her. 
Q. One occasion? A. One occasion. 
Q. Did she write everything on that card? A. I'm abt sure, 
but she signed it, the proper address and the proper date. 
Q. But you don't know whether she wrote everything on that 
card in your presence? A. I cannot say who filled in the top of it. 
* * * * * 
BRENDA HOOVER | 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of General Counsel and, 
being first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 


* * * * | * 
| 


DIRECT EXAMINATION : 
| 
! 


* * * * * 


Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Did you contact an employee by the 
name of Edna Carter? A. Yes, sir. 


(The document below refetred to 
was marked General Counsel’ s 
Exhibit No. 61 for identification.) 


Q. Ishow you what I have had marked for identification as 


General Counsel’s Exhibit No. 61, and ask you if you can identify 


that document? A. Yes, sir, I can, 
Q. What is that document? A. This is the card that she 
signed in my presence. 
Who put the date on the card? A. Edna Carter did. 
Was that done at the same time of the rest of the writing? 
sir. 
And was this done in your presence? A. Yes, sir. 
x m * * 
(By Mr. Williamson) Did you contact an employee by the 
name of Catherine Smalls? A. Yes. 


(The document below referred to 
was marked General Counsel's 
Exhibit No. 62 for identification.) 


Q. Ishow you what I have had marked for identification as 
General Counsel's Exhibit No. 62, and ask if you can identify that 
document? A. Yes, sir, I can. 

Q. What is that document, please, ma'am? A. This is the 
card that Catherine Small signed in my presence. 

Q. Who put the date on the card? A. She did. 

Q. Was that done at the same time it was signed? A. Yes. 

= = x * ae 

MASON LONDON 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of General Counsel and, 
being first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 


* * * * * 


DIRECT EXAMINATION 


* * * 


FURTHER DIRECT EXAMINATION 


* * 


| 
Q. (By Mr. Williamson) I show you what I have had marked 
for identification as General Counsel's Exhibit No. 70 and ask you 


if you can identify that card. A. I can identify this card. It was 


signed in my presence. 
Q. By whom? A. Mrs. Sarah Hamilton, February 26, 1966. 
Q. Who put the date on the card? A. She put the date on it. 
MR. WILLIAMSON: Move General Counsel's Exhibit No. 70 


into evidence. 


VOIR DIRE EXAMINATION | 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) Did Reatter Thompson sign this card? 
Yes, she signed that card. 
MR. SMITH: Same objection. | 
EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Trial Examiner Weil) Who signed that card?) A. Could 
I see the card? | 

MR. WILLIAMSON: Well, they've asked you a question. 

Q. (By Trial Examiner Weil) Do you recall what card you are 
dealing with? A. That, I think, is another card. | 

Q. Ithink so, too. This is Sarah Hamilton's card. We won't 
play games. Do you recall being in Sarah Hamilton's housé? 

A. Well, I don't remember, you know, say, but I know Iwas at her 
house, but I know I visited her because if my name is on the back of 
that card, I had to visit her. 

Q. Is that how you recall these people, by the fact that your 
name is on the back of the card? A. This is the way I identify the 
card, the people I signed up. | 

Q. Well, what I mean is, do you have any independent recollection ? 
A. In other words, if I give you any card, can you tell without looking 
at the back of it if it’s a person you signed up or not? A. Just a 
couple, because this has been over a year ago. 
Q. Irealize that. I'm just trying to find out the extent to which 
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your knowledge 1s present, and the extent to which it is helped. 
A. Well, that’s the way I could remember most of them - I have to 
look at the back of them and know I signed that card, Other than 
that, there's just two that I would know just automatically if I hear 
their names called. 

* * * * 

‘FURTHER DIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Mr. London, do you remember an em- 

ployee by thet name of Mary McDuffie? A. Sure I remember her. 


(The document below referred to 
was marked General Counsel's 
Exhibit No. 71 for Identification. ) 


Q. Ishow you what I have had marked as General Counsel's 


Exhibit No. 71 and ask if you can identify that document. A. Ican 
identify this because she signed the bottom of it. I filled out the top 
of it myself. I printed it. 

Q. Do you remember where Mrs. McDuffie lives? A. Of 

course, I don’t know the name of the street but she lives on a 
corner - I can’t think of the name of the street because it has been 
some time, but I know it’s on the same street where the bridge runs 
across the canal or the bay or whatever - you go over on the island. 
She lives on this street. She lives on the corner in a gray house. 

Q. Is that the bridge leaving Beaufort going to Ladies Island? 
A. Ladies Island, 

MR. WILLIAMSON: I move General Counsel's Exhibit No. 71 
into evidence. 

MR. SMITH: Same objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I will receive the card, 


(The document above referred to, 
heretofore marked General Counsel's 
Exhibit No. 71 for identification, was 
received.) 
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Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Do you know an employee by the 
name of Blondell Hagood? A. I know her, yes. | 


(The document below referred to 
was marked General Counsel’ s 
Exhibit No. 72 for identification.) 


Q. Ishow you what I have had marked for identification as 
General Counsel's Exhibit No. 72 and ask if you can identify that 
document. A. Yes, I can identify this card. She signed ae card 
at her home and gave it back to me, and dated it. 

Q. All right, sir. Was this done in your presence ? . Yes, 

it was. | 

MR. WILLIAMSON: Move General Counsel's Exhibit No. 72 


into evidence. | 


VOIR DIRE EXAMINATION 
Q. (By Mr. Smith) And this one and the one before are the 


ones you remember? A. I definitely remember those two. 

Q. You definitely remember those two? A. Yes. | 

Q. Where does Mrs. Hagood live? A. I don’t know. “She has 
moved. When I came back down here, from the time that I got that 
card signed, she had moved. | 
MR. SMITH: Same objection. | 
TRIAL EXAMINER: I will receive the card. ! 


(The document above referred to, 
heretofore marked General 
Counsel's Exhibit No. 72 for identi- 
fication, was received.) | 


FURTHER DIRECT EXAMINATION | 
Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Mr. London, I am going to show you 
General Counsel's Exhibits Nos. 64 through 72 inclusive, and I'm 
going to ask you to look, if you would, please, sir, at the backs of 
those exhibits. Does the name Mason London appear on the back 
of each card? A. Of each card. 
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Q. Who placed it there? A. I wrote my name on there myself. 

Q. Allright, sir. With reference to each of these exhibits, 
when did you place your name on the pack of the card? A. Directly 
after the card was signed. 

Q. Allright, sir. What did you do with these cards after you 
got them signed? A. Well, after we got them signed I would go back 
to Savannah that night and give them to Mary Cameron. 

@. And who is Mary Cameron? A. Well, she was the coordi- 
nator down there at the time. She was the director, I think, of this 
part of the state, the southeastern part of this state. 

MR. WILLIAMSON: I have nothing further of Mr. London at 
this time. 

Q. (By Mr. Handler) Mr. London, you testified that you put 
your name on the backs of Exhibits 64 through 72. Is that correct? 
A. Right. 

Q. You also testified that you did it after securing the signature 
on the front of the card from the employee. Now, tell us generally 
how long after you are talking about? A. Well, I would do it most 

of the time right in their presence while they were sitting 
there, you know, when they finished signing the card, I would say, 
“Well, I'm going to put my name on the back of this card", and I . 
would write on the back of it. 

Q. Did you sign your name to the back of any authorization 


card during this campaign which you did not personally solicit? 
A. No, I didn’t. 


Q. Did you sign your name on the back of every authorization 


card that you did solicit? A. Every card that I solicited, I put my 
name on the back of it, wrote it out. 
MR. HANDLER: Ihave no further questions. 
CROSS EXAMINATION 
Q. (By Mr. Smith) Mr. London, do you know where Rebecca 
Black lives? A. No, I don't. 


Q. Do you know where Ethel Booker lives? A. No, I don't. 
Q. Do you know where Annie Lee -- read that for me --I can't 


make out which name is which? A. Glover. | 


Q. Do you know where she lives? A. No, I don't. | 
Do you know where Marjorie Allen lives? A. No, I don't. 
Do you know where Redell Hampton lives? A. No. 
Do you know where Reatter Thompson lives? s No. 
Sarah Hamilton? A. No, I don't. 
Mary McDuffie? A. I know where Mary McDuffie lived. 
You know where she lives? A. I know where she lived 
when I was here. I don't know where now. She could be moved. 
Q. And what about Blondell Hagood? A. She has moved, you 
know. I told you that before. i 
Q. How many times have you seen Rebecca Black? A How 
many times have I seen Rebecca Black? | 
Q. Yes. A. I don't know. If I saw her now, I couldn t recognize 
her, I'll tell you that. | 
Q. What about Ethel Booker? A. I don't know. : 
Q. What about Annie Glover? A. I couldn't recognize her. 
Q. Marjorie Allen? A. I couldn't recognize her. | 
Q. Redell Hampton? A. I couldn't recognize her. | 
Q. Reatter Thompson? A. I couldn't recognize = of them 
probably. | 
Q. Sarah Hamilton? A. I couldn't recognize any of those you 
just called, | 
Q. Blondell Hagood? A. I probably could recognize her if I 
see her. | 
Q. Mary McDuffie? A. I know I could recognize her if I see 
her. 
Q. Is her husband around? A. Whose husband? 


Q. Mary McDuffie's? A. She didn't have one when I left here 


unless she got married when I left here. 

Q. The only thing you really remember is that your name is 
on the back.| Isn’t that all you remember? A, No. I remember 
two people there. 

Q. All right. Let’s take those two aside, because I know you 
know Mary McDuffie and Blondell Hagood. A, I don't know about 
her husband, 

Q. Buti you remember those two? A. Sure, I remember those 
two. 

Q. All'you remember about these is that your name is on the 

back, isn't it? A. I remember visiting these people. I know I 
was here. I was working at that time, so one of these days had to be 
a Saturday and I don’t like to work on Saturdays so - you know I 
worked on a|Saturday and I hate working on a Saturday, so I had to 


visit these people on a Saturday because I wanted to get away down 


there, because I didn’t like it down there too much anyway. 
MR. SMITH: Nothing further. My objections are already in the 
record, 


= * * 


Chamber of Commerce Building, 
Beaufort, South Carolina, 
Wednesday, March 29, 1967. 


* * * 
ERVIN HOSTETLER 

was called as a witness by and on behalf of General Counsel and, 
having been first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 

* ae m sd * 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Mr, Hostetler, for whom do you work? 
A. The International Ladies’ Garment Workers’ Union. 

Q. What kind of position do you have? A. Organizer. 


Q. Have you ever had any connection with an organizing 
| 


campaign for Garland Knitting Mills here in Beaufort? A, Yes, 


, 
sir. | 


Q. Do you remember when you first came to Beaufort in 
connection with this matter? A. Somewhere in the naigiieetess 
of the first of February, ‘66. 

Q. All right, sir, in connection with this campaign, did you 


make one or more than one visit here to Beaufort? A. When I first 
| 
came in? 
| 


Q. Yes. A. Well, actually I didn't make any visits at that 
| 
Q. Did you stay overnight? A. Yes, I stayed overnight. 


time, I was just here checking on the people and so forth. 


Q. Do you remember when the first time was that you stayed 
for longer than a day at atime? A. Yes, I came in on the EES I 
believe, of February. 

Q. Allright, sir, during the campaign what did you do for the 
union? A. Well, my first work after the 20th, I hada medting on 
the 22nd. | 

Q. All right, who was at this meeting? A. There were five 
employees from Garland Knitting. : 

Q. Can you tell us who those five were? A. Yes, we had the 
meeting, I had the meeting at the home of Dorene Crumley. There 
was Dorene Crumley, Alice Ebbs, Carolyn Johnson, Ione Allen and 
Mary Gregory. : 

Q. Can you tell us what went on at this meeting with these em- 
ployees? A. Well, we discussed the union and so forth, and then I 
gave out the cards, and these five girls signed the cards and returned 
them to me. 


* * * * * 


Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Now, Mr. Hostetler, with reference 


to the cards concerning which you have testified up to this) point, 
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General Counsel's Exhibits Nos. 92, 93, 94, 95 and 96, the cards of 
Ione Allen, Dorene Crumley, Alice Ebbs, Mary Gregory and Carolyn 
Johnson, can you tell us where these cards were signed by these 
ladies? A. They were signed in the home of Dorene Crumley. 

Q. And could you tell us on what occasion this happened? 
A. Well, Ihad talked with several of them, and they asked me to 

come out and hold a meeting with them at her home. 

Q. Is this the same meeting to which you referred earlier? 
A. Yes. 

Q. And can you tell us what date that meeting took place? 
A. That was on February 22nd. 


=x = * 


CROSS EXAMINATION 

* « * * 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) You had the meeting, did you not, on 
February 22? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And I believe you said it was at the home of who? 
A. Dorene Crumley. 

Q. And you had persons with you at the time, four or five 
others? A. No, there was no one with me; there were five girls. 

Q. Yes, Mrs. Crumley and four others besides her? 
A. Right. 

Q. And they went out themselves, I assume, after you talked 
with them, to try to get cards themselves? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And your purpose in having that meeting was to organize 


an employees’ group? A. Yes. 
Q. And send them out to get cards on your behalf? A. Talk 


to the other people, yes, the other employees. 
* * * 
ROBERT L. WHITT 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of General Counsel and, 


having been first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 


* * * * x 


DIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Mr. Whitt, for whom do you work, 
sir? A. I work for the International Ladies’ Garment Workers’ 

Union. | 

* x x x | x 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) While you were in here, in Beaufort 
on that campaign, what did you do for the union? A. Well, I made 
house calls on the employees, I received contact cards from Mary 
Cameron, and went out and found these people at their homes, and 
contacted them. | 

Q. All right, sir, when you contacted them, did you contact 
people at places other than their homes? A. No, sir. ! 

Q. When you contacted the people at their homes, what would 
you tell them about the union? A. Well, I would mostly tell them 

who I was, and who was I representing, and the purpose of 
organizing, the benefits, what the union could offer them, and in 
some instances the benefits the people had in other organized shops 
that they didn’t have in unorganized shops. | 

Q. Did you do anything else while you were at the homes of the 
employees? A. Well, I of course asked them if they would like to 
join the union, you know, and I of course was turned down on some 
and some of them did want to. On Friday afternoon I went out, 
Friday afternoon and night I did not sign anybody, I did sign five 
people on Saturday, and five on Sunday. : 

* * * * * 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Do you remember a Clara Jones? 
A. Clara Jones, yes, sir, I remember signing her. Now, I remember 
there was a television sitting on her front porch, I believe she told 
me her husband repaired televisions, that was on Sunday afternoon. 


Q. De you remember a Marian Haynes? A. Yes, sir. Mrs. 
Jones told me where Mrs. Haynes lived, and I went from her di- 
rections, I remember the name now. 

Q. Ail right, sir. I show youa document that I have marked 
as General Counsel’s Exhibit No. 108, and ask you if you can identify 
that document? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Whatis that document? A. Well, it is a membership card 
in the International Ladies’ Garment Workers’ Union. 

Q. Ail nght, directing your attention, Sir, to the writing that 
appears on the front of the card, do you know who put that on it? 

A. Carleen Hagood. 

Q. Was that done in your presence? A. That was done in my 
presence, yes, Sir. 

Q. Do ydu observe a date in the lower left -hand corner? Of 
the card? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Do you know who put that? A. The lady that signed the 
card put it on. 

Q. Directing your attention to the back of the card, if you would 
look at that, the writing that appears there, who put that on it? 

A. I did, sir. 

Q. When did you put that writing on there? A. I put it down 

when the lady filled out the card, and handed it back to me. 


Q. All right, sir, when did you put it on there? A. Immediately 


after she handed the card to me, the same date. 

Q. What did you do with the card after you got it back? From 
the lady? A. Well, that night I, of course, reported back in to Mary 
Cameron, who was looking after the card-signing, and I turned the 
cards over to Mary Cameron. 

Q. All right, is this one of the cards you gave to her? A. Yes. 


* bd x * * 


Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Mr. Whitt, I show you a document 


| 
which I have marked for identification as General] Counsel's Exhibit 
No. 110, and ask you if you can identify that document ? A. Yes, 
| 
Q. What is that document? A. It is the membership card in 


sir. 


the International Ladies’ Garment Workers’ Union, signed by Clara 


B. Jones. | 


Q. Is that the same Mrs. Jones to whom you refered earlier 
in your testimony? A. Yes, sir, I remember this felevinion sitting 
on the front porch. | 

Q. Who put the date in the lower left-hand corner of the card? 
A. Mrs. Jones. 


| 
Q. Was that done in your presence? A. Yes,sir. | 


Q. And was the card signed in your presence? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. All right, sir, directing your attention to the back of the 
card, can you identify the writing that appears there? A. That is 
my signature. 

Q. When did you place it on the card? A. Immediately after 
she turned it in to me, in Mrs. Jones’ living room. | 

Q. What did you do with that card after you got it back from 
Mrs. Jones? A. I turned it in to Mary Cameron in Savannah. 


i 
| 
* * x x i * 


FURTHER DIRECT EXAMINATION | 
Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Mr. Whitt. I show you a document 
| 
which I have marked for identification as General Counsel's Exhibit 


No. 112, and ask you if you can identify that document ? A. Yes, 

| 

| 

Q. What is that document? A. It is a membership card in the 


sir, I can. 


International Ladies' Garment Workers' Union, signed by Diana 
DeLaney. | 

Q. Where did she sign that card? A. In her living room in 
the presence of her husband and other people there, I don't know 


their names, the company she had on Sunday afternoon. 
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Q. Sir, were you present when she signed the card? A. Yes, 
sir. 

Q. Who put the date in the lower left-hand corner of the card? 
A. Mrs. DeLaney. 

Q. Allright, sir, referring you to the back of the card, do you 
know who put the writing that appears thereon? A. Yes, sir, I did, 
sir. 

Q. Is that your signature? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. When did you put that on there? A. Right there in the 


living rcom immediately after Mrs. DeLaney gave me the card. 


Q. All right, sir, what did you do with the card after you left 


Mrs. DeLaney? A. I turned it in to Mary Cameron that night. 

Q. All right, sir, do you know who filled out the top of the 
card? A. Mrs. DeLaney. 

= = « * 

MARY B. CAMERON 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of General Counsel and, 
having been first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 

«= x * * * 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Mrs. Cameron, for whom do you 
work? A. International Ladies’ Garment Workers’ Union. 

Q. Have you ever had any connection with a union campaign 
here at the Garland Knitting Milis? A. Yes, Ihave. 

Q. Approximately when was that campaign? A. February, 
March, two or three months in 1966 starting somewhere around the 
first of February. 

Q. What role did you play in that campaign? A. I was in 
charge of the campaign. 

Q. During the course of the campaign, did you have a number 


of union organizers present in Beaufort with you? A. Yes, I did. 


Q. Can you name me some of the organizers who came into 

Beaufort on that campaign? A. Milford Allen, Robert wnitt, 
Lena Young, Dorothy Branham, Clarence Lofton, Spurgeon Griges, 
E. W. Hostetler, Jessie Riddle, Brenda Hoover, Horace Bone, Jerry 
Tucker, Burl Robinson, I’m not sure that was all. 

Q. You mentioned Mrs. Brenda Hoover? A. Yes,I did. 

Q. Anda Mr. Robert Whitt? A. Yes. 

Q. What did you have these organizers doing during this 
campaign? A. Making house calls, on the employees of the’ Beaufort 


plant. 

Q. What were they doing on these house calls? A. They were 
talking to the peop}e about the union, and asking them to sign appli- 
cation cards for membership in the union. 

Q. All right, ma'am, after they got these cards, do you know 
what they would do with them? A. Yes, they would turn them in to 
me. | 

Q. Did you maintain any kind of a central headquarters? 
A. Yes. | 
Q. And where was that? A. In the Howard Johnson Motor 
Lodge in Savannah. | 
Q. Does that Motor Lodge have a restaurant attached to it? 

A, Yes. 


Q. Mrs. Cameron, during the campaign did you personally get 


any employees to sign cards for you? A. Yes. 

Q. Can you give me as many names of employees that you 
signed as you can remember at this time? A. I signed four em- 
ployees, Catherine Elizabeth Henson, Mary Littlejohn, Ernestine 
Milledge, and Johnnie Powell. | 

Q. Were these four people signed by you at separate times or 
at one time? A. No, at one time. | 

Q. Do you remember the occasion? A. Yes, they were signed 
at a union meeting on March 3. | 


Q. All right, ma’am, where did the meeting take place? 
A. In the National Guard Armory in Beaufort. 

Q. About how many employees were there? A. I would say 
around 70. 

Q. All right, did any person connected with the union make a 
talk to the employees? A. Yes, Nick Bonanno. 

Q. Do you know how to spell that last name, please, ma'am ? 
I believe myself it is B-o-n-a-n-n-o. Do you remember anything 
Mr. Bonanno had to say to these employees on the subject of the 
union? A. Heexplained quite a bit about the union, he explained 

about how much the union dues were per month, he also told the 
people that we had no initiation fee. 

x = * * ae 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Mrs. Cameron, during the course of 
the campaign at Garland, did you ever have occasion to contact the 


company with respect to the campaign? A. Yes, I did. 


Q. I want you to explain to us, if you would, please, ma'am, 
what dates you did this on, and just all the circumstances that you 
can remember? A. Well, on March 7, I had arranged to meet with 
a union committee, which was 8 people, when they had finished work 
at 4:30 in the afternoon, with two staff members, Spurgeon Griggs 
and Sam Shirah. Would you like for me to name the committee? 

Q._ No, that’s all right. A. There were eleven of us, and we 
went into the reception room or the waiting room of the plant, and I 
asked one of the girls in the office if I could see Mr. Carter, the 
plant manager. She came back in just a couple of minutes, and said 
Mr. Carter would be out shortly. Mr. Carter came out, and with him 
was another man he introduced as Mr. Capone, and I believe the title 
was General Manager. I talked with Mr. Capone, he's the one that 
did the talking while we were in this little room, and told him we 

represented the majority of the employees at Garland Knitting 
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Mills in Beaufort, and they were asking for recognition. He didn’t 
answer me, but first I introduced the staff members, and also I said, 
“This is a committee of your employees, the union committee.” 
When I told him we represented a majority, I had the application 
cards in my hand. He didn't make any reference to it until I told 
him there were several different ways that we could determine if 

we had the majority, and I said, “One is counting the cards against 
your payroll, which could be by an impartial person, either someone 
from the Government or maybe a pastor from one of the churches in 
Beaufort." | 

And at that time he said, "We are not going to accept your cards.” 
One other thing, before we left and went out of the office, I told him 
that there was a rumor going around in the shop by many of the em- 
ployees, that got to many of the employees, that the Company, had 
already seen the signed cards, signed application cards that the union 
had, and I said, "You know that this is not true,” and he said, “No, 
we have not seen the cards.” And at that we left. | 

Q. Did you know who Mr. Carter was? A. Only that I had been 
told he was the plant manager, I had never met Mr. Carter. 

Q. Mrs. Cameron, is there anything else that you remember 

about the afternoon of March 7 there in the office? A. I believe 
that was everything that was said in that office on March 7, 

Q. Following that meeting, what did you do with the cards that 
you had at the meeting? A. Well, that afternoon as soon as we came 
out from the meeting, we went back to Savannah where we were 
staying, and Tuesday morning I sent the cards into our Regional 
Office in Atlanta, Georgia, by Sam Shirah. | 

Q. Did you send them to any particular person in the Regional 
Office? A. I sent them to our attorney, Mr. Handler. : 

Q. Is this Mr. Handler seated at the counsel table here? 


A. Yes, it is. 
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Q. Now, Mrs. Cameron, do you know an employee by the name 
of Bernice Saunders? A. Yes. 

Q. Do you know whether or not you had an authorization card 
with the name “Saunders” on it at the time you went to the company 
office on March 7? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. Do you know from whom you received that card? A. I 
received the card from two of the staff members, Burl Robinson and 
Jerry Tucker. 

Q. All right, ma’am, I'll show you General Counsel's Exhibit 

No. 17, and ask if you can tell us what that is? A. Itis an 
application for membership. 

Q. And whose application is it? A. Well, the card was turned 
in to me, it had been received from Bernice Saunders. 

Q. Is that the card you had in your possession on March 7? 

A. Yes, itis. 

Q. Mrs. Cameron, between the time that the authorization cards 
came in to your possession during the campaign and the time that 
you requested recognition from the company on March 7, did you 
make any changes in the make-up of the cards? 

MR. SMITH: I object to leading the witness, it's calling for 
self-serving testimony on her part. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I don’t know whether it does or not, I don’t 
know what the question means. I would have to sustain my own 
objection on that basis. Do you mean ina physical form? 

MR. WILLIAMSON: Yes, I thought that’s what I had expressed. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

THE WITNESS: I’m not sure I understand the question. 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Let me put it this way, Mrs. 
Cameron, while the cards were in your possession, was there any 
addition made to the writing on the cards? A. The only writing that 


was put on the cards, as I have testified before here, is that I filled 
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out several of the tops of the cards, which is not the most important, 
the most important is the signature at the bottom, and several 


of those cards were filled out by me; no dates were altered, and no 


signatures were altered while I had those cards. 
Q. How many cards did you have when you went to the company's 
office on March 7? A. 177. 
Q. And how many did you send to Atlanta? A. 177. | 


MR. WILLIAMSON: No further questions. 

MR. HANDLER: No questions. 

CROSS EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) Mrs. Cameron, when did you leave South 
Carolina and go down to Georgia? A. Oh, in October. | 

Q. When you went to see Mr. Carter and Mr. Capone, that was 
just at the close of work? A. At the close of the work day? 

Q. At Garland Mills, I mean, the work day at Garland Mills in 
Beaufort? A. That's right. | 

Q. That would be around 4:30 in the afternoon? A. ‘That’ s 
right. | 
Q. And you must have been there maybe four or five minutes ? 
A. Maybe ten at the outside. 

Q. And you say you had certain cards with you at the Naine? 

A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Did you have the card of Alberta Johnson with you? A. I 
am sure that I can't name the names of 177 people; I had’ am cards 
with me when I went into the office. 

Q. But you couldn't name the names of 177 people ? A. I don't 
believe I could. | 
Q. How did you happen to recall the name of Miss Bernice 
Saunders? A. Well, more than one reason, for her. | 

Q. Please tell me. A. Weil, I did try to keep, and I think I 
kept a very close check on the cards, but I think it would be a little 
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bit impossible to remember 177. But Bernice Saunders’ card was 
turned in to me by Bur! Robinson, who had already left the campaign 
and had gone back to Tennessee before March 7, and her card was 
one of the 177 that I had when I went into the shop, and that I sent to 
the Atlanta office the following day. 

Q. Let me ask you again, did you have the card of Alberta 
Johnson with you at that time? And I show you at this time a photo- 
stat of what purports to be a card with writing on it which you may 
ignore if you wish. Do you recognize that? A. Yes, I recognize the 
card. 

Q. Did you have that card with you at the time you went to the 
office on March 7? A. I did have the card with me. 

Q. You did have this one with you, and this would have been 
one of the 177 that you mentioned? A. Well, I'm sure I had that 
card in with the 177. 

5d x x * * 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) I believe that you said you had with you -- 
how long were you here in Beaufort during that time? A. Icame in 
first around the first of February, just overnight. I came back some 


time prior, I mean, probably around the middle of February, for 


another one night; and somewhere in the latter part of February, I 
was here for several weeks. 

Q. And you had with you when you came Mr. Allen, Mr. Whitt, 
Miss Young, Mr. Ryan, was that it? I believe Mr. Loflin, Mr. 
Griggs, Mr. Hostetler, Mr. Riddle, Miss Hoover, Mr. Bone, Mr. 
Tucker, Mr. Robinson, and there may have been others? A. They 
were not with me when I came in. They came in later. 

Q. Were they here during the time of, let’s say, February 25 
on up until, let's say, March 7? A. They were here, the staff that 

I named over were all here on the 25th, 26th and 27th, most of 
them left on the morning of the 28th. 


baal * » 


Q. Then, you are familiar with the various bulletins which 
the union passed out from time to time to the employees, are you 
not? A. Yes, sir. | 

Q. I suppose with that crowd you rather needed the Armory on 
the third, did you not? Was this the first bulletin I'm showing you, 
Respondent's Exhibit 2, was that the first bulletin that was passed 
out to the employees generally? A. I believe it was. : 

Q. And then this is the one where you said you had already 
signed up a majority ? 

MR. WILLIAMSON: Object to Mr. Smith testifying to the 
contents of these. | 

MR. SMITH: It speaks for itself. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: That's right. | 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) I'm showing you Respondent's Exhibit 1; if 
you would look at that, please, ma'am? Is that what the union had 
distributed to the employees generally, shortly after your meeting 
on March 7? A. Yes, I made it. | 

Q. You made it? A. Yes. | 

Q. You wrote this yourself? A. Yes, with the staff; we kind of 
pooled our knowledge, and made it. | 

Q. All of you got together and -- A. That's right. | 

Q. And you okayed it and let it go? Now this, Respondent's 
Exhibit 3, did you and the staff members also prepare that? 

A. That's right. | 

Q. Ishow you Respondent's Exhibit 4, with respect to an 
announcement, a union announcement; did you and the staff members 
prepare and deliver that, distribute it to the employees? A. I did. 

Q. Ishow you Respondent's Exhibit 5, and ask if you and the 


staff members prepared that, and caused it to be distributed to the 


employees generally? A. Yes, we did. 


Q. Ishow you Respondent’s Exhibit 6, and ask you, did you 

prepare and distribute it to the employees generally? A. Yes. 

Q. Ishow you Respondent's Exhibit 7, and ask if you and your 
staff prepared that and caused it to be distributed to the employees 
generally? A. Yes, we did, 

Q. Ishow you Respondent’s Exhibit 8, in two pages, and ask if 


you caused that to be delivered in Beaufort to the employees of 


Garland Knitting Mills generally? A. This was not prepared by my 
staff or myself. 

Q. Do you know of your own knowledge whether it was dis- 
tributed to the employees of Garland Knitting Mills? A. Not to my 
knowledge, it was mailed. ‘ 

Q. It was mailedtothem? A. Yes. 

Q. You know that? A. Yes. 

Q. From where was it mailed, Mrs. Cameron? A. I was told 
it was mailed from Atlanta, but I don’t have my own knowledge on 
that. I wasn’t there. 

Q. Mr. Martin J. Morand is the Regional Director? A. That's 
right. 

Q. And in charge of this area? A. Yes. 

Q. Ishow you Respondent’s Exhibit 9, and ask if you and your 

staff prepared that and caused it to be distributed? To the em- 
ployees generally? A. My staff prepared this, and I was out of 
Beaufort, and they called me and told me they were going to distribute 
it, and I gave them permission. 

* ' * * 

EXAMINATION 

Q. (By the Hearing Officer) Did you examine the card for Mrs. 
Saunders, GC-17? There was a change of a date, apparently; do you 
recall that? A. I recall seeing there was a change. 

Q. Do you know whether the card was in that condition when it 
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| 
came into your hands during the campaign? A. I think it was. I 
am positive that that was just how the card came to me. 


Q. You mean that you are not positive that it came to you that 


way? A. lam positive that it came like I saw the card today. 


- = * = | x 
| 
| 
EVELYN HOUSTON | 

was called as a witness by and on behalf of General Counsel and, 


having been first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 


i 
* = * x | x 


DIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Mrs. Houston, where do you live, 
please, ma'am? A. Route 1, Box 131, Beaufort. | 

Q. Mrs. Houston, have you ever worked for Garland’ Knitting 
Mills? A. Yes, sir. : 

Q. Are you working there now? A. No. 

Q. When did you leave there? A. September 9, 1966. 

Q. During the time -- when did you first go to work there? 
A. It was in June, the 17th or 19th, 1965. | 

Q. During the time you were working there, did they have any 
union campaign with the ladies? A. Yes. | 
Q. Did you participate in that campaign? A. Yes. | 
Q. What did you do in that campaign? Yourself? A. I was one 
of the union, I was one of the committee. | 

Q. One of the committee? A. Yes. | 

Q. Ishow you a document which I have marked as General 
Counsel's Exhibit No. 123, and ask if you can identify what that is? 
A. This is my name and address, this is the International Ladies’ 
Garment Workers’ Union card. | 

Q. All right, ma'am, have you ever seen that card before? 


A, Yes, sir, 
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Q. Could you tell us under what circumstances? A. One day 
at lunch my sister, Dorothy Walker, that is my sister, she brought 
this card in the part outside where we eat lunch, and she showed 
this card to me, and she asked if I was interested in joining the 
union, and I told her yes, and I read the card, but I didn't sign it. 

Q. All right, what did you do with it? A. I was eating my 
lunch, and I told her to sign the card for me, I didn't sign it. 

Q@. And what happened at that point? A. She signed the card, 
and then she kept the card, put this card with hers. 

Q. How many were in the group there when that happened? 
A. About four. 

Q. Can you remember who the others were? A, One was 
Queen Esther Brown; Evelyn Ramsey. 

Q. Do you remember about what date it was when this took 
place? A. Not exactly. I know it was around in January or February, 
something like that, I mean, February or March. 

Q. You say Mrs. Walker is your sister? A. Yes. 

Q. Is she present here today? A. Yes. 

Q. Did you get the card back from Mrs. Walker at that time ? 
A. No, I didn’t. 

Q. Do you know what happened to the card? A. Yes, she give 
it back to Doreen Crumley. 


Q. Mrs. Houston, as a member of the committee, did you do 


anything for the union during the campaign? A. Yes. 

Q. Tell us what you did, please, ma'am. A. I talked to some 
of the, well, my friends, some of the girls that I knew, about the 
union, about joining the union. 

Q. Did you ever attempt to get any girls signed up with the 
union? A. Yes. 


Q. Did you succeed in getting anyone signed up? A. Yes. 


x * * x * 


FURTHER DIRECT EXAMINATION 

* * . . 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Mrs. Houston, did they ever nave an 
election out there at the plant? A. Yes. 

Q. Do you remember what date that was? A. March 13 -- 
May 13. 

Q. Of what year? A. 1966. | 

Q. What day of the week was that? A. That was a Friday. 

Q. All right, during that week of the election, did they have 
any meetings out there at the company? A. Yes, they did. | 

Q. Did you attend any such meetings? A. Yes, I did! 

Q. That week of the election, how many meetings did soe 


attend? A. Iam sure on two, but there could have been more, 

Q. Directing your attention to the first meeting you attended 
that week, about how long before the election was that? A. 2 Two or 
three days. | 

Q. How did you come to be at this meeting? A. My supervisor 
told me they was having a meeting in the lunchroom or cutting room, 
either one of those rooms, and she said to go over and attend the 
meeting, and I did. | 


Q. All right, about how many employees were at this meeting, 
would you say? A. About half, at least about two supervisors’ groups. 

Q. All right, did anyone speak at the meeting? A. Yes. 

Q. Who was that? A. Mr.Burnat. | 

Q. Who? A. Mr, Burnat. | 

Q. All right, I want you, Mrs. Houston, to just tell us in your 
own words, if you would, what happened at this meeting? Tell us 
what you remember, everything you remember. A, [remember Mr. 
Burnat's speech, I remember that he said he was showing us, this 
thing, he had something like a folder, or a leaflet or something, and 
was showing us, figuring production or percentage or something, 
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which I didn't understand; and he was trying to say if the union did 
come in, you would have to pay four dollars a month for dues, and 
then he said that you wouldn't be making no more than five cents 
difference. I remember he said at one of these two meetings before 
the election, he said that if the union didn't get in this time, we 

would be treated so good that we wouldn't want another union 
again. 

Q. Do you remember anything else that occurred at this 
meeting? A. I remember, this is the meeting before the election, 
when I went in to the room, into this room where they were having 
this meeting, he was wearing this Garland tag on his pocket, and he 
said you could'see what side he was on, because he was wearing this 
Garland tag. 

Q. Do you remember anything he said while he was wearing 
the Garland tag? A. He said he wanted everybody to vote the best 
to satisfy themselves, and he wanted, he said he did want everybody 
to vote. 

Q. After this meeting, Mrs. Houston, what did you do after the 
meeting? A. I went back to my sewing machine. 

Q. All right, was there anything unusual that happened after 
the meeting? A. Yes. 

Q. Tell us about that, if you would. A. I went back up to my 
sewing machine, and Mrs. Estelle Rutledge, that was my supervisor 

Q. Mrs. Estelle who? A. Rutledge; she was passing out these 
Garland tags, she didn’t give me one, but she give the girl on my 

right, she handed one to her, Shirley Lindsey, but she refused 
it. 

Q. Was there any conversation between the two of you at that 
time? A. I just saw when she handed this card over to Shirley, and 
she just didn't take it, she refused it; Estelle Rutledge, she was 


wearing some cardboard something, it wasn’t a Garland tag, it was 
a cardboard something that was made up, it said, "I would if I could 
but I cannot” : 

Q. Was Mrs. Rutledge wearing anything else at this time? 
Like that? A. She had a Garland tag too. : 

Q. Was Mrs. Garland, I mean, Mrs. Rutledge, wearing any 
other decorations at that time, let me put it that way? A. | That 
cardboard thing that said, "I would if I could but I cannot," and this 
"Vote No." | 

* x * * | * 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Mrs. Houston, you may have answered 
this question once before; when did you go to work? A. June 17, 
between the 17th and 19th, 1965. | 

Q. During the time that you worked at Garland, did you ever 
receive any warnings from any supervisors? A. No. | 

Q. Did you ever receive any written reprimands ? A. No, I 
didn't. | 

Q. Did the company or any representatives of the company ever 

say anything to you about your production? A. No, they didn't. 

Q. Now. you have testified you left there September | 9, 1966; 

I would like to have you, if you would, describe what happened that 
day, how you came to leave the company? A. On September 9, 
around four-twenty, my supervisor went to the office, and she came 
out of the office. and she handed me this slip, a slip of paper. I 
didn't read it, I didn't have time, because when she gave it to me 
she told me to take it and go on to the office, and I took the slip and 
went to the office, and when I got in the office, Rebecca Frazier and 
some other, some new girls, I would say, new employees, were 
there, The secretary was in the office, Mr. Van Schyndel, Mr. 
Levin was in the other room ~- | 
Q. Mr. Who? A. Levin. 


Q. All right, ma’am, Mr. Van Schyndel and Mr. Levin got 
there: what happened then? A. We went in the office and in about 
three or four minutes both men came in, and Mr. Levin, he said, 


“I guess you wonder why you are here?" He said, "A certain time 


of year work gets slim, or slower,” and he said, "This is one of 


the times,” and he would have to let some go, and he said, "The 
secretary has your check ready,” and he thanked us for working 
for Garland, and the secretary handed me my check, and that was 
it. 

Q. Do you remember anything else that happened there with 
these gentlemen? A. No. 

Q. Was there anything said about how long you might be out of 
work? A. No. 

Q. Was anything said about when you might be recalled? 
A. No. 


x * 


CROSS EXAMINATION 

x \ x * * * 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) I believe you said that you had never gotten 
any warning of any kind, is that correct? A. Yes. 

Q. Ihand you what I have marked -- 

MR. WILLIAMSON: I wonder if I might see that, please. 

MR. SMITH: Here’s a copy of it. 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) -- as Respondent's Exhibit 15, and I wonder 
if you recall having received that on or about July 20, 1966? 
A. Referring to this, the day Mr. Van Schyndel asked me to come to 
his office to talk about my sister Emily, he told me -- 

Q. Let me ask, did you receive this? A. It wasn’t on that kind 
of paper; oh, I have it somewhere at home. 

Q. All right, the paper that you received had these same words 
on it? A. Some of it I remember, it could be. 


MR. SMITH: I offer this into evidence. 


(The document above referr ed to 
was marked Respondent's) ‘Exhibit 
15 for identification.) : 


MR. WILLIAMSON: I object to it, she does not identify it as 
being the same thing. | 

MR. SMITH: She has sufficiently identified it. 

MR. WILLIAMSON: She testified with respect to the contents, 


| 
as to at least some of it; she had no knowledge of some of it; that's 


not the same thing. | 
THE WITNESS: May I say something? | 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Yes, what is it you want to say? | 
THE WITNESS: Referring to this letter, the day when he called 
me into his office to ask me about my sister Emily, he said there 
was a rumor going around the plant that my sister Emily told me 
that they laid her off, not on account of her not making production 
or other reasons; he told me, Mr. Van Schyndel told me that he would 
| 
forget about it, that's what he told me, so that's why I didn|t bring 
it up. : 
TRIAL EXAMINER: In other words, he handed you a paper that 
said about the same thing as that? | 
THE WITNESS: Yes. And he said to forget about it, it was over, 
in the office between me and him. | 
TRIAL EXAMINER: But you Say that's the paper ? | 
THE WITNESS: Yes, it could be in my pocketbook, because I 
kept it, but I never said anything about it, because he said it was 
confidential, and he would forget about it. 
MR, WILLIAMSON: Is Emily Ferguson your sister ? 
THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 


« * * *x 


* 


TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. I notice, Mrs. Houston, that you 
| 
have located a paper from your pocketbook; is that the document you 


are talking about? 


THE WITNESS: Yes, it is. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I notice you are comparing them; do they 
look the same? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Very well. 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) They are the same? A. Yes. 

* = = * * 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) You had on a union button? A. I could 
have, I don't know. I was wearing it, I don't know if I did have on one 
that day. 

Q. Alotof other people had them on that day, didn't they? 

A. A few of the girls. 

Q. Did a lot of them also have on aprons saying, "Vote ILGWU"? 
A. Not a lot. 

Q. Not alot? A. No, these were mostly the committee girls 


and probably a couple of others. 


Q. They were wearing them around the plant, they wore them 
all day on May 12, didn’t they? A. I didn’t notice if it was May 12, 
probably 2 few. 


Q. But on May 13, in the morning, did they wear them then too? 
A. I didn’t notice. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Did you wear one of those aprons ? 

THE WITNESS: I didn't wear it every day, but some days I 
would. 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) You wore it during the last week, the 
election was on May 13, that was a Friday, and you wore it every day, 
some days, right on during the last week, didn’t you? A. Yes, some 
days. 

Q. And others did? A. I suppose 50. 

Q. And they wore buttons? A. Yes. 
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Q. Didn't you have some cute little rain hats you could tie 


over your head, with ILGWU on it, that you wore to work? A. It 
was a rain hat, but it didn't have that on it. 

Q. What was on it? A. It was just a plain rain scarf. — 

Q. It didn't have any letters or anything on it? A. It didn't 
have a design on it. 

Q. Did it have any letters on it at all? A. No. 

Q. They were passed out by the union, weren't they ? The 
ILGWU? A. Yes. 

Q. Now, the cases that contained those little rain hats, her 
had ILGWU on them, didn't they? A. Yes, the little case had it. 

Q. And a lot of people had those and used them, didn’t they? 
A. Well, you wouldn't know that from no other rain cap. 

®. The question was, a lot of the employees wore them, didn't 
they ? | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Did you have more to say? | 

THE WITNESS: Well, I said you couldn't go and tell those rain 
hats from no other, because you could go right into the store and buy 
one and it would look the same way. ! 

MR. SMITH: The answer wasn't responsive; the question was a 
lot of people wore it, didn't they? A. I guess so, if it was raining 
and they had it. 

* * * 

REDIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) The Emily Ferguson referred to in 
Respondent's Exhibit 15, is that your sister? A. Yes, sir, it's my 
sister. 

Q. Respondent's Exhibit 15 refers to a company rule; men did 
you first hear of this rule, Mrs. Houston? A. When I got eT booklet 
or book or something. | 


Q. I show you General Counsel's Exhibit No. 2, and ask’ you, is 
| 
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this the book to which you refer? A. Yes, it is the book I'm talking 
about. 

Q. Do you remember when you first got this, General Counsel's 
Exhibit No. 22? A. Not the exact date, I don’t. 

Q. Was it before or after the election? A. I think it was 
before. It could have been before; I think it was before. I'm not 
sure. I'm not sure about that. 

Q. Did any company official go over the rules in this book with 
the employees? A. I don’t remember. 


Q. Well, did your supervisor discuss the rules in here with you 
at any time? A. Iremember when I got that book. 

Q. All right, now, when was that? A. Not the date or anything 
like that, but they was passing out this book either one lunchtime or 


one afternoon when we were punching out, it seems to me, I don't 
remember nobody discussing this book with me. 

Q. Did Mr. Burnat call a meeting to go through this book ? 
A. Not to my knowledge. 

Q. Did anybody bring it to your attention that there was a list 
of 33 rules in this book? A. Not to my knowledge. 

Q. Mrs. Houston, you testified that you were what, a machine 
operator? A. Yes. 

Q. Have you ever done anything else down there at the plant ? 
A. Clipped zips sometimes. 

Q. Any other job? No. 

Q. And you testified that you had a conversation with Mr. Van 
Schyndel? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Where did that conversation take place? A. In his office. 

Q. That was about this Respondent’s Exhibit 15? A. Yes. 

Q. How did you know to come to the office that day? A. The 
secretary told me. 

Q. Okay, and about what time of day was this? A. In the 
afternoon. 


Q. Was anyone else present besides you and Mr. Van Schyndel? 
A. I didn't see anybody else. | 
Q. How did the conversation with him start? Tell us what he 


said to you and what you saidtohim. A. He said to me, there was 
a rumor going around the plant that I said my sister was laid off, I 
can't remember word for word -- | 

Q. That's all right, just tell us what you remember. A. Like 
I say, I was telling the girls that my sister was laid off like she 
didn't deserve to be laid off; she was probably making production, 
or something like that. | 

Q. He said there was some rumor like this going around? 
A. Yes. | 

Q. Allright. A. And then he showed me this paper. and he 


said something about the company rule, if he heard a rumor like that 


again, he would let me go, or something in that manner. And when 
he finished talking to me, he said, "This," he said this letter, this 
was finished in the office, it would end right there, it wasn't going 
to go no further, and that’s why I didn't say anything about — 

Q. Did he identify to you the name of anybody that told him 
about this rumor? A. No. he said he know everything that goes on 
around the plant. | 

Q. He said what? A. He said, he knows everything that goes 
on, the talk around the plant. 

Q. Did he say how he managed to know that? A. No. 

Q. Did he ask you for your side of the story? A. Yes, he did. 

Q. What did you tell him? A. I told him I repeated what my 
sister told me, that's what I told him. 

Q. This paper here that you have identified, was this already 


made up when you went into the office? A. Yes, sir. | 
| 


Q. And were you contacted by Mr. Van Schyndel in any way 
about this before you went to the office? A. No. 


MR. WILLIAMSON: Nothing further. 

MR. HANDLER: One question, if I may. 

Q. (By Mr. Handler) Mrs. Houston, were you among the union 
committee group that went in with Miss Cameron and the other union 
people back in March ? 

MR. SMITH: Objection, this is an extension of direct examination; 
we are on cross. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I'd like to hear the rest of the question, 
then I'll rule. 

Q. (By Mr. Handler) The question is, were you among the 
committee group that went in with Miss Cameron to ask the company 
to give the union a contract? A. Yes, I was. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I'll permit the question. 

THE WITNESS: Yes, I was. 

* * * 

RECROSS EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) Mary Gregory was one of the girls that 

went in also in the group, was she not, with Miss Cameron, to present 


your cards? A, I don’t remember Mary very well; I remember her, 


but I don’t know whether she go into the office. 

Q. Mary Gergory, about July, she was Mr. Van Schyndel's 
secretary, was she not? A. Yes, I didn’t know what month it was, 
but I remember she was a secretary. 

Q. Was it Mary Gregory who came out to get you to come to 
Mr. Van Schyndel’s office? A. I don’t remember, it could have been 
her. But I don’t remember who it was. 

Q. Mary Gregory was one of the organizing committee, wasn't 
she, the union organizing committee, this same Mary Gregory we are 
talking about? A. Yes, uh-huh, I think so. 


* * * 


FURTHER REDIRECT EXAMINATION 
Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Was Mary Gregory on the union 

committee that you were on? A. She was on it at the first beginning, 
and then I think she quit or something. | 
Q. Did this happen before or after the election? A. : Before, I 
think. | 

* * 
JULIA FRAZIER 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of General Counsel and, 


having been first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 


* * * * * 


DIRECT EXAMINATION 
Q.. (By Mr. Williamson) Mrs. Frazier, have you ae worked 
for the Garland Knitting Mills? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. When did you first go to work there? A. I started working 
on the 25th of May of 1965. | 
Q. At the time you began work there, what department of the 


company were youin? A. I was working on the press on! 


shift for about eight weeks. 


Q. You say press, what's that? A. That's the presser, in the 


pressing department, that presses the clothes out. | 

Q. As witha steam iron? A. That's right. | 

Q. What other job besides that have you held there? A. After 
that, they put me on a seam busting iron on the day shift. | 

Q. You were on that for how long? A. For about one day. 

Q. All right, and where did you go after that? A. After that 

they put me on a sewing machine. | 

Q. And do you know what you were classified as ? A. Asa 
sewing machine operator, which used to seam the Linings, makes a 
whole lining of the skirt. | 

Q. All right, have you ever held any job in addition to the three 


you have mentioned so far? A. Well, I have worked on a Straight 
machine also, making darts. 

Q. What is a straight machine? A. That is just one of the 
regular machines that doesn't clip anything, it just sews. 

Q. Are you working at Garland now, Mrs. Frazier? A. No. 

Q. When did you leave there? A. Ihada maternity leave on 
the 27th of May in 1966. 

Q. All right, after that leave, did you ever have occasion to 
return to the plant? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. And about when did you return? A. I think it was about the 
26th or 27th of August that I went out to the plant one morning. 

Q. All right, now, Mrs. Frazier, during the time that you were 
working at Garland Knitting, did you ever have any campaign by the 
union among the ladies there? A. Yes. 

Q. Did they have an election? A. Yes, they did. 

Q. And do you remember when that election was? A. Yes, sir. 
Friday, May 13, 1966. 

Q. All right, during that week of the election, did they have any 
meetings out there at the company with these employees? A. Yes, 
they did. 

Q. Did you attend any of those meetings? During that week? 
A. Yes, sir. 

Q. During that week, how many meetings did you go to? 

A. I think I attended approximately two. 

Q. Now, I want you, if you would, please, to direct your at- 

tention to the first of these meetings during the week of the election, 


and tell us, if you could how long before the election was that meeting? 
A. I think that election was on Tuesday, May 10. 

Q. Now, the election, or the meeting? A. The meeting. 

Q. How did you come to be at that meeting? A. Well, my 
supervisor, Miss Wilma Abney, came to me and told us that Mr. 


Burnat wanted to speak with us in one of the cafeterias. 
All right, what did you do then? A. I went in. 
And about how many people were there in the cafeteria? 
There were approximately 25 of us in the group. | 
Did anyone speak? A. Yes, he threw the meeting open for 

questions and answers. | 

Q. Who was this? A. Mr. Burnat. 


Q. All right, now, tell us, tell us anything that you remember 


about what went on at this meeting, anything said by Mr. Burnat? 
A. Well, one of the girls asked the question, why we weren "t getting 
the same pay that all of the other employees were getting; he showed 
it to us, but still I don't understand it. And the question was asked, 
and then he told us all about the union, we didn't need the union, and 
if it gets in, how much trouble it would cause for us to get the union 
out; and then I asked the question, well, where does the National 
Labor Relations Board come in? And he said, "They operate them - 
selves." | 
Q. Do you remember anything else said by Mr. Burnat this 


date? A. And he said that he knew the rates were fairly high, the 


production rates and the piece rates, and that he would make some 
| 


changes, regardless, if the union gets in or not. | 
Q. Now, when you say production rates or piece rates, I wonder 
if you could explain just a little bit more of what you mean by that 
expression? A. I think that this is the pieces that it costs you to 
make production. | 
Q. Does this have any relation to the amount of pay? A. Yes, 
it does. | 
Q. Can you explain what that relation is? A. If you can get 
your production, it causes you to make $10 a day, and anything over 
$10 a day, you get it as piece rate. 


Q. Do you know anything else that Mr. Burnat talked about here 


at this meeting? A. And he said that on May 16 he would start his 
campaign of changes. 

Q. Now, do you remember anything else at this particular 
meeting? A. I don’t recall right now. 

Q. All right, now, Mrs. Frazier, you've been telling us about 
a meeting during the week of the election, did you have any meetings 
out at the company prior to the week of the election? A. Yes, sir, 
about three weeks before. 

Q. All right, how did you come to go to that meeting? A. Well, 
my supervisor, she asked us to go, and we all went. 


Q. Did anyone speak at the meeting? A. Yes, sir, Mr. Burnat. 
_ Q. Tell us what you remember, if anything, about what Mr. 
Burnat had to say at this meeting? A. Well, he told us that we 
didn’t need a union, because if the union didn’t get in, he would make 


things so good that nobody would even want a union in again. 

Q. Do you remember anything else said by him on this particu- 
lar occasion? A. And he said we didn’t need a union for him to hire 
us, SO we didn’t need him, I mean, we didn’t need one for him to pay 
us; and he had done so much for my race, he pulled some of them 
out of the fields and some of them away from domestic work. 

Q. What kind of work? A. Domestic. 

Q. Do you remember anything else he said? A. And I remember 
also that he had said at the meeting where, I think, this Penn Com- 
munity Center had approached them, I think, about giving them sewing 
machines for all the Negro schools, and they said all of the white 
schools had them, and he said he didn’t know that the colored schools 
didn't have them, and he wanted everybody to know that he was going 
to present these machines to these schools, and they were going to 
have a fashion show at the school, and he said, somebody asked him 
was he doing this on the purpose of the union trying to get in, and he 


said, “No. w 


Q. Do you remember anything else that was said? A And 
then he said he don't know why the union wants to spend all this 
money for radio spots, TV spots, and all the stuff like that, 

Q. Do you remember anything else? A. I don't recall right 
now. | 

Q. Were there any other remarks by Mr. Burnat at this 
meeting concerning your race? A. And he said that he was going 

to have, as soon as the election was over, he was going to have Negro 
supervisors and Negro service girls, just like they did up home, that 
he couldn't make any changes right now, with the election being so 


| 
Q. Mrs. Frazier, around this time in the plant, which was 


close. 


berore the election last year, what percentage of the work force 
would you say were members of the Negro race? A. I would say 
about forty percent were Negro and about sixty percent wer white, 
and other nationalities. 
Q. And you are yourself a Negro? A. Yes, I am. 


Q. Now, Mrs. Frazier, during the union campaign at Garland, 
what role, if any, did you take in this campaign? A. I was one of the 
organizing committee. : 

Q. Will you name some other folks on the committee? A. Yes, 
Alice Ebbs, Dorene Crumley, Evelyn Houston, Dorothy Walker, and 
Rebecca Frazier. | 

Q. Do you remember being with Mrs, Cameron on the day she 
went up to the company offices? A. I do. | 

Q. Can you tell me who all was up there that day an) her? 

A. Along with Mrs. Cameron was Mr. Spurgeon Griggs, Mr. Sam 
Shirah of the union staff, and the other six girls’ names that I just 
called, and there was Ione Allen, she was one of the committee, but 
she didn't bother, I guess. | 

Q. Do you know when she left the committee? A, I really can't 


remember right now. 


Q. Do you remember going to another Government hearing? 
A. Yes, I do. 

Q. Do you'remember about when that was? A. I don't exactly 
remember the date, but I think it was in April or March, March or 
April, if I'm not mistaken. 

Q. Were there any other employees at that hearing with you? 
A. Yes, sir, there were, the same six names that I called on the 
committee. 

Q. During the course of that hearing did one of you girls have 
to get on the witness stand? A. Alice Ebbs. 

MR. SMITH: I object to the question, I see no relevancy whatso- 
ever to any allegations of the Complaint. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I do. Overruled. 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Do you know how you girls came to be 
at that particular hearing? A. I’m sorry, I didn't get the question. 

Q. What caused you to go there? A. Well, we were subpoenaed. 

Q. And who subpoenaed you? A. I think it was Mr. Handler. 


Q. Now, Mrs. Frazier, you previously testified concerning a 


maternity leave. During the course of last year? A. Yes. 

Q. How did you come to go on maternity leave? A. Well, it 
was about the 23rd of May, I think. 

Q. Was this last year? A. Yes, 1966. On my time card when 
I went to check out that afternoon, it was a note saying that my 
maternity leave would begin on the 31st day of May, 1966. 

Q. Had you made any inquiry about maternity leave at that 
time? A. No, sir, I had not. 

Q. Did you hear anything else about going on leave around that 
time? A. Yes, later on, I think the next week, I don't recall the 
exact date, but my supervisor, Miss Wilma Abney, she came to me 
and told me that my maternity leave would begin on the 27th of May, 
1966. 
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Q. Did you have any conversation with Mrs. Abney about that 
subject at that time? A. Yes, sir, I told her, I asked her why was 
| 
my maternity leave date changed from the 31st to the 27th, and 
she said she didn't know, because she didn't know I had received a 


date already. I told her, yes, I did, and she asked me would I like 
for her to go to the office and find out from Mr. Van Schyndel, and 
I told her yes. She came back and told me that Mr. Van Sees 


said the 27th would end a working pay period. 

Q. Now, did you go on maternity leave the 27th of May? 
A. Yes, sir, I did. | 

Q. When was your baby born? A. The 20th of July, 1966. 

Q. Isee. Now, after the birth of your baby, did you have 
occasion to contact anyone out at the plant? A. Yes, sir, I went to 
the plant, I think it was on Thursday morning, which was the 20th, 
I believe it was on the 26th of August, 1966. | 

Q. Now, what did you do when you went out there that day? 
A. I spoke with Miss June Martin, and I told her -- 


Q. Excuse me just a minute; is that the same June Martin 
who was a supervisor out at the plant? A. Yes, sir. | 

Q. Or is that an office worker? A. That is the same June 
Martin that was a supervisor, but she later went as a ee to 
the office. | 

Q. Isee, all right, go ahead, now. You and Mrs, Martin? 

A. And she then, she came out and said, "May I help you?" 
And I told her, yes, I would like to see about coming back |to work, 
and she gave me an application blank just like the one I had filled 
out when I had first started working, and I filled it out, I handed it 
back to Miss Martin, she took it in, and later Miss Betsy Bower 
came by and told me, "Mrs. Frazier, Mr. Van said he doesn't have 
anything for you to do." | 

Q. Mr. who? A, Mr. Van. | 

| 
| 
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Q. Do you know who that is? A. Yes, I thought I did, I thought 
it was Mr. Van Schyndel, and she would contact me when he had 
something for me to do. 

Q. All right, now, what if anything did you do next concerning 
your job? A. Well, that Friday I called and I asked for Mrs. 
Webster. 

Q. Whois Mrs. Webster? A. Mrs. Anita Webster, I think she 
is the floor lady or the floor supervisor, that’s all I know. 

Q. All right, and did you have any conversation with her? 
A. Yes, well, she told me Mrs. Webster couldn’t talk with me unless 
it was of the utmost importance, an emergency, and I asked her to 
please have Mrs. Webster to call me back, and she called my house 
about a couple of times that day, and I wasn’t home, and when I came 
back, then, after I got back home she called back, and I was there, 
and I told her my reasons for calling, and I explained it to her, and 

she said: you know, that I was out there and filled out an appli- 
cation and everything, and I would like to know when I could come 
pack to work; and she said she didn't do any hiring or firing any 
more, that Mr. Van Schyndel did, and I could contact him. 

Q. Well, did you ever contact Mr. Van Schyndel? A. Yes, 
shortly after I hung up the phone from Mrs. Webster, then I called 
Mr. Van Schyndel. 

Q. Okay, now, what all did you and he have to say to one 
another on that occasion? A. Well, he told me that he didn’t expect 
me to fill out an application, but he did expect me to come in and 


talk with him, and he gave me an appointment for the following week, 
Wednesday, I think, which was the 31st of August. 

Q. Now, directing your attention to the 31st of August, did you 
meet with Mr. Van Schyndel? A. Yes, sir. I met with Mr. Van 
Schyndel at 11 o'clock. 

Q. Where did this meeting take place? A. Well, it was in 
his office, I think. 
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Q. Was anyone else present? A. No, sir, there wasn't 


anybody else present. ) 

Q. All right, now, Mrs. Frazier, I want you to, as carefully 
as you can remember, tell us everything that you can that was said 
in Mr. Van Schyndel's office on this occasion, what he said to you, 

and what you saidtohim, A. Well, he said, "Have a seat, 

Mrs. Frazier,” and I did. And he said, "Well, I guess you would 

like to know the truth;" I said, "I do." He Said, “Mrs. Frazier, 

you doesn't have a job here any more.” I said, "For what reason?" 
He said, "Well, you made a gamble; you tried to use the union asa 
bargaining agent, and you lost, and now we don’t need you any more." 

And he said, "All the money that you cost the company} during 
the time of the campaign, you caused production to go down in the 
plant, you even caused us to lose some good workers who didn’t 
want to be bothered with the fight that the union was going to put up,” 
and I told him that I didn't cause anything. He said, "Didn't you know 
that the union is going to cut your hours?" I said, "Yes, Idid. That's 
what I wanted." And I asked him if he was ona job like I was, working 
nine hours a day for five days a week, and eight hours on Saturdays, 
wouldn't he try to better his conditions; and then he asked me --I 
said, eight hours on Saturdays that you were compelled to be in, and 
then he asked me, if anybody is compelled to work now; I told him I 
didn't know about now. : 

He said, "You have relatives here, haven't you?" And said, 
"Yes, Ihave." And he said, "Weil, they aren't compelled to! work 
now, regardless, if they don't want to;” and I said, "Well, it was 
then.” So he said, then I asked him, I said, "Well, everybody you 
have here now, do you think they all are for the company?” ‘And he 

said, “No, and they will be leaving,"’ and wouldn't be coming 
back, for the same reason. And he also told me about the vacation 
pay we were getting without a union: the hospitalization, the Blue 
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Cross and Blue Shield hospitalization; Christmas bonuses, and all, 
and I told him, "I haven't received any benefits.” He said, "Well, 
we have did a lot for your race.” I said, "Regardless of race, you 
didn't do anything for me.” 

And he asked me, “Well, don’t you appreciate your employer ?” 
And I said, “A job, as long as I have to work, I don't appreciate 
nobody,” and I said, "If an employer sits me out there and gives me 


something I would appreciate him, but as long as I have to work for 


what I’ve got,” I mean, that’s how it was; and he told me, the next 
employer that I get, I would appreciate him. 

I said, “Regardless of how much I appreciate you, if I wasn't 
meeting your requirements you wouldn't have kept me here," so 
later he asked me why was I pestering him for a job. I told him I 
wasn’t pestering him, all I wanted to know, did I have a job, so 
when I got down to the Employment Office for my unemployment, 

I would have something to tell them, because they were going to 

ask me did I gd back to find out about my job; and I asked him why 

couldn't he tell me on the telephone when I called, say I didn't have 

a job. He said he couldn't say anything to me until my three months’ 

leave was up, and I told him the leave was up that day I called, and 
so I said, “Thank you, Mr. Van Schyndel,” and I left his office. 

Q. Mrs. Frazier, do you remember when the election occurred? 
A. Yes, sir, I do. 

@. Did you ever have occasion to talk with Mr. Edward Burnat 
individually or on a person-to-person basis? After the election? 
A. I don't recall. After the election? I know it was one day I was 
at the water fountain, and Mr. Burnat walked up to me, and he 
handed me one of those Garland tags, he said, "Here, Mrs. 

Frazier, I want you to have this,” and I said, "Why?" And he said, 
"T just want you to have it.” And I said, "By the way, how did you 
know my name?" He said, "I know you.” 


Q. Was this before or after the eléction? A. I think it was 
before the election. 
Q. Did you take the tag? A. Yes, I took it. 
Q. Did you wear it? A. No, sir, I put it on my sewing machine. 
Q. About how long before the election was this? A. I would 
| 
Q. Mrs. Frazier, I may have asked you this before; when did 


Say about a week before the election. 


you say you first went to work out there? A. May 25, 1965. 

Q. During the time you worked out there, on the various jobs 
you mentioned, did you ever have any warnings about your production? 
A. No, sir. 

Q. Did you ever have any warning about your erence 
A. No, sir. | 

Q. When I say warnings, I am including either word of mouth 


or written? A. No, sir. 2 | 
* * * 
CROSS EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) You testified you were on the Cugsmizine 


committee from the start? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And you were one of the employees who went with Miss 
Cameron to tell about the cards and ask for bargaining? A, Yes, 
sir. : 

Q. And you wore a union button all the time, didn't you? 

A. Well, just about; most of the time; some days I forgot about it, 
you know, but it was my intention. | 

Q. You wore it most of the time, there was no question every- 
body knew -- A. Most of the time I wore it, when I remembered, 

Q. The goodies and the baddies, they all knew that fy wore 


a button? A. Yes, sir, I guess they did. 


Q. And you wore the apron? A. Yes, sir. 


Q. And you helped give out the rain hats? A. No, sir. 
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Q. Who gave out the rain hats? A. I don't recall, I think it 
was the union staff that gave out the rain hats. 


x x * * * 


Court Room, Second Floor 
Marine Corps Air Station 
Beaufort, South Carolina 
Thursday, March 30, 1967 


x * * 
ROBERT DEHIL 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of General Counsel and, 
being first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Give us your name and address, please. 
THE WITNESS: Robert Dehil, Route #3, Box 159, Washington, 
Georgia. 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 


Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Mr. Dehil, for whom do you work, sir? 
A. Iam an organizer with the International Ladies Garment Workers' 


Union. 

Q. Is that your official title, organizer? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Mr. Dehil, have you ever been involved with the union in a 
campaign at the Garland Knitting Mills here in Beaufort? A. Yes, 
sir. 

Q. Do you remember approximately when you were concerned 
with that matter? A. The latter part of February last year, which 
would be 1966. 

Q. What did you do for the Union during that campaign? A. I 
house visited, that would have been the last week end in the month 
of February - I house visited in the Beaufort area. 

Q. Sir, what did you do on these house visits? A. Had people 
to sign union authorization cards. 

Q. Allright, sir. Can you name me some of the people you 
signed up? A.' Helen P. Smith, Wilson Tuten, Jerry D. Simmons, 
Jenell Jarrett. 
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* * * * 


Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Mr. Dehil, I show you a document 
which has been marked for identification as General Counsel's 
Exhibit No. 127 and ask you, sir, if you can identify that document ? 
A. Yes. This is a card that Jerry D. Simmons signed for me on 
the Saturday, February 26. | 


(The document above referred to 
was marked General Counsel’ s 
Exhibit No. 127 for identification. ) 


Q. Have you seen that document before? A. Yes, " signed 
this in my presence. 

Q. All right, sir. Was anyone else present at that time ? 

A. No. Concerning the signing of this card, I went to this 
boy's house and his mother directed me to a house where ne was at, 
and I believe it was an aunt or an uncle of his and I went to this 
house and asked for Jerry, and “2 came out on the porch, land we 
talked there and he signed the card. | 

Q. All right, sir. Directing your attention to the back of the 
card, do you know anything about the writing that appears ? A. That 
is my signature. I signed it 2/26, witnessing that I did sign this 
card on that date. I had this card signed by Jerry Smith on that date. 

Q. Can you tell me when you placed that on the back of the 
card? <A. The very day, you know, that we had the card signed. 

Q. What did you do with the card after you signed Mr. Simmons ? 
A. Well, at the end of that day I turned the cards over to_ 
Cameron who was coordinating the campaign. 

* * * 

MARY KLOZ 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of General Counsel and, 
being first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Give us your name and address please? 
THE WITNESS: My name is Mary Kloz and I live at 13th 


Avenue, Port Royal, South Carolina. 


DIRECT EXAMINATION 
Q. (By Mr: Williamson) Mrs. Kloz, have you ever worked for 
Garland Knitting Mills of Beaufort? A. Have I ever? 
Q. Yes. A. Yes, I have been working there almost three 
years. 
Q. Allright, ma’am. Were you working there in the months 
of January and February of last year? A. Yes, I was. 


Q. Do you'remember any campaign about a union among the 


ladies out there at the plant? A. Yes. 

Q. Were you ever approached by anyone in that campaign about 
the union? A. Did they come to my house,do you mean? 

Q. Yes. A. Yes. 

Q. Mrs. Kloz, I show you what I have had marked for identifi- 
cation as General Counsel's Exhibit No. 131. A. Yes, that’s my 
name, my Signature. 


(The document above referred to 
was marked General Counsel's 
Exhibit No. 131 for identification.) 


Q. Did you put the date on the card? A, Did I? 

Q. Yes. A. Yes. 

Q. Do you remember who it was that visited you at your home? 
A. You mean the man from the Union? 

Q. Yes. A. No, I don't remember his name. 

MR. WILLIAMSON: All right. Move General Counsel’s Exhibit 
No. 131 into evidence. 

VOIR DIRE EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) Mrs. Kloz, did just one person come to see 
you? A, Ione Allen who works over there with me came with the 
man that came. 

Q. So the man from the Union and Ione Allen? A. Yes. 

Q. And you, and that was all? A. Yes. 


* * x 
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HELEN PATTERSON 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of General Counsel and, 
being first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 

* * ¥ * | * 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 
Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Mrs. Patterson, do you aie a 
middle name, by any chance? A. Naomi. 
Q. Mrs. Patterson, have you ever worked for Garland Knitting 
Mills? A. Yes. 


Q. Were you working there during the months of a and 


February of last year? A. Yes. 
Q. Do you remember any campaign by a union ee the ladies 
out there? A. Yes, I do. 
Q. Did you do anything during that campaign about the union ? 
A. Well, to tell you the truth, no. 
Q. Were you approached about the union in any ee anyone ? 
A. Yes. | 
Q. Do you remember who came to you? A. I memreer one 


guy that was at my house. There were two or three of them but I 
was in bed at that time and just one came in, I remember. 

Q. Do you remember what happened when he came by there ? 
A. Let me see now. He talked to me about the Union and he asked 
me would I be interested in joining the Union, and I told him at first 
that I would have to think about it. And he went and he came back 
the next day and asked me was I ready to sign this little card, and 
he handed me the card, and I looked at the card and I thought about 
it quite some time, so I just went on and I signed the card. 

Q. All right. Mrs. Patterson. I show you what I have marked 
for identification as General Counsel's Exhibit No. 132, and I ask 
you, please, ma'am, if you cun tell us what that is. A, Say that 
again. | 


(The document above referred to 
was marked General Counsel's 
Exhibit No. 132 for identification.) 


Can you tell us what that is? A. What, this card? 
Yes. A. This is my writing. 

Is that your signature on the card? A. Yes. 

Did you put the date on the card? A. Yes, that’s my 


- 
CROSS EXAMINATION 
Q. (By Mr. Smith) You don’t recall who came to see you, Mrs. 
Patterson? A. I don’t remember the guy. I’m going to tell you the 


truth. I don’t remember the guy. 

Q. He came one day and then he came back the next day? 
A. Yes. 

Q. About how long did he talk with you? A. I'll tell you the 
truth, about two hours. It was after 7:30 after he left there. 

Q. He told you everyone else had signed? A. Yes. 

MR. SMITH: Nothing further. 

REDIRECT EXAMINATION 

x x ~ * * 

Q. (By Mr. Handler) Mrs. Patterson, I want you to follow me 
very closely. Is it your testimony, do I understand you to say that 
the person who talked to you about signing the card told you that 
everybody else had signed? A. Yes. 

Q. He told you that you were the last person in the plant, that 
there were approximately 299 people and that all of the rest of them 
had signed, you were the only one left? A. He told me like this, he 
said, "Mrs. Patterson”, and I said, "Yes", and he said, "You are 
the only one that is holding us.” 

And I said, "What?" And he said, "Holding us up.” I said, 

"Do you mean to tell me out of everybody - everybody at the plant 
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has signed but me?" And he said, "Yes." So I waited there a while 


and I thought about the thing, and I went on and signed. 

* * * * | * 

Q. (By Mr. Handler) Mrs. Patterson, you said you thought a 
long time before you signed that card, is that right? A. Yes. 

Q. Then you exercised your judgment when you signed the 
card, didn't you? A. Yes. | 

* * x 

RUTHIE MAE CHISHOLM 

was called as a witness by and on behalf of General Counsel and, 


being first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 

* * * * | * 

DIRECT EXAMINATION | 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Mrs. Chishold, have you ever worked 
for Garland Knitting Mills? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Were you working there during the months of Janvary and 
February of last year? A. Yes, sir. | 

Q. Do you remember any campaign about a union among the 
ladies out there at the plant? A. Yes, sir. | 

Q. Did anybody ever approach you about that? A, Yes, sir. 

Q. Where did that happen? A. At my house. | 

Q. Mrs. Chisholm, I show you what I have marked for identi- 
fication as General Counsel's No. 133, and ask you, ma ‘am, if you 
can tell us what this is. 


(The document above referred to 
was marked General Counsel’ s 
Exhibit No. 133 for identification.) 


A. Am I going to have to read this whole card? | 

Q. No, if you can just tell us what it is. A. Well, this was a 
card when the representative of the Union came to me and told me 
that they were sent to me by some individual from Garland, and was 
Linterested in the Union - well, with their brainwashing and my 


thinking, since I was working under Union before, I thought maybe 
the best way was to sign the card. 

Q. Is that your signature on the card? A. Yes, this is my 
signature. 

Q. And did you put the date on the card? A, Yes, I put the 
date on it. 

= * * 

MR. HANDLER: I have some direct. 

Q. (By Mr. Handler) Mrs. Chisholm, did you talk to anyone 
about your testimony today ? A. I don’t understand. 

Q. Did you talk to anyone concerning the fact that there would 
be a hearing and what kind of questions you would be asked? 
A. No. 

Q. Noone at all? A. No. 

Q. Since yesterday morning, has no one spoken to you about 
this? A. Well, last night I got a subpoena. 

Q. That’s right. I said since yesterday morning. A. No. 

Q. Did you say you have worked on a union before or under a 
union? A. I worked under a union before. 

Q. Under? A. Yes, but it was a union shop when I went in 
there. 

Q. Are you employed at the Company right now? Are you em- 
ployed at Garland? A, Iam employed at Garland now. 

Q. Youare? A. Yes. 

Q. Do you know an employee by the name of Helen Patterson? 
A. Do I know her? 

Q. Helen Naomi Patterson. Do you know who she is? A. She 
works at Garland. 

Q. She works there now? A. Yes. 

Q. Have you at any time talked to Mr. Smith, the Counsel next 


to me, about this case? A. No, not as I remember. 


Q. Do you mean you might have? A. I don’t think 50, 

Q. Do you mean it is possible? A. Well, I couldn't remember 
the man who gave me the card when I signed it. 

MR. HANDLER: Well, I don't think Mr. Smith gave you the 
card: | 
MR. SMITH: Object. Just ask her questions. 


TRIAL EXAMINER: You said something else. Do you recall 


what it was ? 
THE WITNESS: No. ! 
TRIAL EXAMINER: You may proceed. | 
Q. (By Mr. Handler) Was there someone else you talked to 
from the Company about signing the card? A. Was there someone 
else I talked to? 
Q. Yes, was there someone else from the Company, : an official 
or a lawyer from the Company that you talked to about signing 
the card? A. Since when? | 


Q. Since you signed it? A. No. 


Q. Is it your testimony that, from your lips, I mean, no one at 
the company knows you signed the card? A. No one of the Company? 
Q. Yes. Any supervisor or above? A. Well, this morning I 
had to leave the plant and come to work - I mean come here - sol 
had to show them my subpoena. 
MR. HANDLER: [have nothing further. : 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Mr. Smith? | 
MR, SMITH: Yes, sir. 
CROSS EXAMINATION 


Q. (By Mr. Smith) Mrs. Chisholm, where were you working 


when you were under a union before? A. In New York. 
Q. New York City? A. Yes. | 
Q. And you say these people came to your home? A, They 


came to my home. 


Do you know a Richard Patterson? A, No. 

You don't know him? A, No. 

Do you know a Jerry Tucker? A. No. 

About how long did the people talk with you when they gave 
this card to you to sign? A. About a year. 

Q. Iknow it was about that long ago, but about how long did 
they talk with you when you signed this card? A. Oh, for quite a 
while. 

Q. They told you everyone else had signed the card? A, Yes, 
sir, they told me everyone else had signed the card. In other words, 
I was brain washed by them. 

- « * 

REDIRECT EXAMINATION 
Q. (By Mr. Smith) Mrs. Chisholm, you have used the term 


“brain washed” a couple of times in your testimony. Where did you 
first hear that term? A. What term? Where did I hear what? 

Q. Where did you learn this word, brain washed, that you 
have been using? A. Well, it is just a word that people use, I guess, 


when they are persuaded by someone else. 

MR. WILLIAMSON: Nothing further. 

MR. HANDLER: Nothing. 

EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Trial Examiner Weil) You have used the word "brain 
washed” in your testimony a couple of times. What do you mean by 
brain washed? A. When you are persuaded by somebody. 

Q. Tell us what the conversation was in which you were brain 
washed? Will you please tell us everything you recall that was said? 

A. Well, when they brought the card out to me and explained 
to me about the union, like I say, I thought it was that you have to 
sign the card. 

MR. WILLIAMSON: Object to what she thought, Mr. Examiner. 


Q. (By Trial Examiner Weil) I want to know what was said. 
A. What they said? | 
Q. You told us what you thought, but I want to know what was 


said by you and by the other people. A. I couldn't remember it all 
now. | 

Q. Tell us what you can remember? A. I don"t think I can 
remember anything now that they said. Well, the things that they 
told me, I couldn't remember; I just couldn't. | 

Q. You can't remember anything that they told you? A Not 
anything now. That was over a year ago. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Thank you. Anything further, gentlemen? 

FURTHER REDIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Mrs. Chisholm, when you say you 
had to sign the card, are you talking about your experience in a 
union shop? A. Did I talk about my experience? ! 

Q. Inaunion shop? A. Well, in other words, what they were 
telling me was what I heard before in union shops. : 


* * * * * 


| 
| 
MARY LEE BOWERS | 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of the General Counsel 

and, being first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 


* * * * 


DIRECT EXAMINATION 


* * * * 


* 


* 
Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Mrs. Bowers, what was said between 
you and Mr. Van Schyndel yesterday regarding the subject of your 
returning to work? A. Well, I told him that my employment was 
running out, and that was the main reason I came back out there, 
to see if I could get back on. That was one reason and another 
reason, that I had been contacted and told that I might be called to 


testify and would I, and I said, well, I have no choice but to. 
| 


And he told me, he said, "Well, if you are, you go and tell the 
truth.” And I said, "Well, I will.” 

Q. What was said about your returning to work at the plant? 

A. Well, he said that he was calling eleven back next week, and 
that I would be one in that eleven that was called back. Of course, 
we talked - I mean, I told him a lot of other things, too. I told him 
that I would have to go to work some place else if I wasn't called 
back. I told him that I would have to go to Walterboro, that I had 
already put in an application there ever since a way back in 
February, but that we had been assured that we would go back to 
work in five weeks, which would have been by the first of March, 
and so we were waiting until that time. 

I said, "Since then I have called up and some of the other ladies 
have called up and they would tell us each time, "Well, a couple of 
weeks, a couple of weeks” and each time we have come hack.” And 
I said, "Mr. Van Schyndel, I have to work. I have no choice.” And I 
said, "I can’t be without a payday, so if I can't work here I will have 
to work some place else.” 

And I said, "I really think that the people who live in Beaufort 
permanently and the people that worked at Garland the longest and 
the most faithful employees should be the ones that are called back 
to work.” 

And I said, "I did not work for the Union. I was strongly against 
it." And I said, "I have been off from work five and a half months, 
and I know lots and lots of girls out there that did work for the Union, 
just as hard asiI didn’t, and they have been sitting out there all this 
time working.” 

"And he told me, "Well, regardless of whether you worked for 
the Union, or whether you didn't, it doesn’t make any difference." 

So I said, "Well, I would appreciate it if I could go back to work, 


and if I can’t, well, I want to know that, too, because I will have to go 


some place else.” 


| 
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| 

Q. Mrs. Bowers, between October 26 of last year when you 
were laid off and yesterday, can you estimate for us how many 
times you have contacted the company about trying to come back to 
work? A. Well, I would say at least five or six times - 1 mean, I 
hated to beg, but beggars just can't be choosers. 

Q. Yes, ma'am that's right. Mrs. Bowers, I show you a 
document marked General Counsel's Exhibit No. 35, and I ask, 
please, ma'am, if you can tell us what that is. A. Well, that isa 

union card that I signed on February 25, 1966. 

Q. At the time you signed this card, ma'am, can you tell us 
where this happened? A. It happened in my house at my kitchen 
table. 

Q. Can you tell us who else was there? A. My cangher and 
my son and a gentleman from the Union. 


Q. Can you tell us whether or not, Mrs. Bowers, your Gasties 
signed a card on this occasion? A. Yes, she did, 


(The document above referred to 
was marked General Counsel’ s 
Exhibit No. 135 for identification. ) 


Q. Mrs. Bowers, where is your daughter presently ee 
A. She is in Jackson, Tennessee. 
Q. Did you ever hear from her while she is over there? 


A. Once or twice a week | 
Q. And how do you hear from her? A. She writes to me. 
Q. Does she do this on a typewriter or in her own handwriting? 
A. No, in her own handwriting. 
Q. All right, ma'am, I show you a document which I have 
marked as General Counsel's Exhibit No. 135, and ask you, please, 
ma'am, if you can give us the identify of the person who put ithe 


writing in the lower right hand portion of the card? A. Mrs. 


Elizabeth D. Bowers, yes, sir, that's her handwriting. 
Q. Is that your daughter's handwriting? A. That's right. 
| 
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MR. WILLIAMSON: I move General Counsel's Exhibit No. 135 
into evidence. 

VOIR DIRE EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) Did you see this written? A. No, not that 
one. I didn't. 

MR, SMITH: I object. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: The card will be received. 

= * * * 

FURTHER DIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Mrs. Bowers, directing your attention 
to the night you signed your Union card, General Counsel's No. 35, 
was your daughter employed at Garland Knitting Mills at that time ? 
A. Yes, she was. 

= w * * * 

Q. (By Mr. Handler) Do you remember the name of the Union 
agent that came to your house on February 25? A. I believe it was 
Sam Shirah. | 

Q. Mr. Shirah? A. Something like that. 

Q. This is the occasion when you signed your card, is that 
right? A. Yes. 

Q. And this is also the occasion when your daughter signed a 
card. Is that right? A. Yes. 

Q. Mrs. Bowers, let me show you General Counsel's Exhibit 
No. 35 which I think you testified is your card, is that right? A. Yes. 

Q. Do you know whether the card that your daughter signed was 
an identical card? A. Well, I don’t know if it was identical or not. 
It was a card'- I thought it was like mine. I'm not sure. I couldn't 
be positive. 

Q. It appeared to be the same card? A. Yes, it appeared to 


be the same thing. 


* * 
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Q. Now, on this occasion who else was present? We are 
talking about February 25 - your daughter, yourself? A. My son. 

Q. Your son and Mr. Shirah, is that right? A. Yes. | 

Q. Do you remember any of the things that Mr. Shirah said on 

that occasion about the card? A. Anything that he said? 

Q. Yes. A. Well, he was trying -- 

@. About the union? A. About the union? | 

Q. Yes, about the union. A. Well, at first I hesitated. I told 
him I wasn't going to sign it, that I was perfectly satisfied with the 
way things were going and so he started telling me what the Union 
offered and the things that they did for you, and I didn't believe it, 
because actually I had never worked any place other than just little 
jobs in Beaufort and I didn't know anything about the Union. 

And he went on to explain the things that they did for you, sol 
figured it sounded pretty good. | 

Q. Well, when he explained these things, was your daughter also 
present? A. Yes. : 

Q. Did she sign her card after hearing these things? A. Yes. 

Q. Did she say anything at the time, make any comments before 
she signed the card or after, about this? Did she ask any questions 
of Mr. Shirah? A. No, I think she had found out everything about it 
before. 

Q. To your knowledge, how had she found out? A. in the plant. 
They had passed cards or something, and different ones had contacted 
her. Well, that's what I was going to tell you. You see, I was off. I 
wasn't at work during that time and I didn't know anything | about it. 

Q. Isee. But she did, is that right? A. Yes. | 

Q. She, in fact, had been giving cards before and was carrying 
them around? A. No, she didn't carry any around. : 

Q. But she had seen cards before, isn't that Renee A. Yes, 
she had seen cards before. 
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es * 5 * * 


Q. (By Mr. Handler) And you and she discussed about the card 
signing activity at the plant? A. Well, she told me about it. 

Q. She told you that it was to try to get the union in, is that 
what you understood? A. Yes. 

Q. And did she tell you what her feelings were about whether 
to sign or not? A. No, she didn’t tell me what her feelings were, 
but I told her what mine was. 

Q. Isee. And when you told her, I assume yours were negative, 
is that right? A. That’s right. 

Q. And when you told her your negative feelings, what was her 
reaction? A. Well, she was a little in doubt then; she didn't know 
what to do, but I didn't know that she had signed that other card, 

Q. Well, you told her that you were negative, that you didn't 


think it was such a good idea, and she told you that she thought it was 

a good idea maybe, at least? A. Well, she said maybe it was a good 

idea, but she said, "You use your own judgment about what you want | 
to do.” 


= * * * * 


Q. (By Mr. Handler) All right. You also testified that on about 
five occasions during the period commencing October 26 and ending 
the day before yesterday, that you applied for work approximately 
five times? Do you recall that? A. I asked him. I don't know if 
you call that applying. 

Q. Well, you made a contact? A. Yes. 

Q. When you asked on these occasions what were you told in 

response to your requests? 

* * * cd * 

THE WITNESS: Well, the first time was at the Christmas party. 
We were supposed to go back to work the 3rd of January. That was 
the understanding when we took off that we would go back to work 
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January 3, and at the Christmas party they were telling some of 


them that they were to come back in on the 3rd of January. 

Well, they never said anything to me, so I asked. I said, “Well, 
aren't we all going back the 3rd of January? How about me? Am 
I going back the 3rd of January?” “No”, he said I wasn't going back. 

So I said, "Well, when am I going back?" And he said, “Well, 

I don't know. You will be notified.” | 

And the next time, I don't remember whether I called between 

then and the 24th of January or not, but I called Mr. Kublin down 
at the motel when he was here and talked to him. I felt like he could 
tell me something. If you would ask, they tell you, “We n notify 
you. We'll notify you.” ! 

Well, I feel like that they should give you an explanation as to 
what is going on. We are completely in the dark sitting at home. 
We don't know what's going on out there. | 

Q. What about the third time you went down? A. Well, every 
time I called, they would tell me - well, first, on the 24th of January 
Mr. Kublin told me that he hoped we would be back in five weeks 
which would have been the first of March. 

So we waited until the first of March and in the meantime I 
applied at another plant, and I told them that if I wasn't called back 
the first of March that I would come back, that I had to work. And 
they told me that if I could bring some of the other ladies that had 


been laid off, that they would be glad to hire them too, that they were 
| 
And so when we weren't called the first of March, I called out 


there and I talked to Mr. Levin. Mr. Van Schyndel wasn't there and 
I talked to Mr. Levin, and he said he knew absolutely nothing about 
anybody coming back for the first of March or in five weeks. So I 


hiring experienced help. 


assured him that I could do more than one operation and Iwould be 
glad to do anything else, if it were sweeping floors, that ‘ needed to 
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work. And he told me that he would have the girl in the office call 
me when Mr. Van Schyndel came back and he talked to him, but I 
never did hear anything. 

So I called a couple of other times. I hated to be a bother, but 
I called a couple of other times and they would tell me, “Well, in 
about two weeks. In about two weeks everybody will be back to wor! _ 

Q. But you are going back to work tomorrow, is that right? 
A. Tomorrow? 

Q. Yes. A. No. 

Q. When were you told you were going back, when you applied 
yesterday? A, Maybe next week sometime. 

Q. On the day that you were laid off, October 26, were there 
other people laid off in the same group as you? A. Oh, yes. 

Q. Do you know approximately how many people were laid off? 
A. No, I really don’t. 

Q. Can you estimate it from your own personal knowledge, 5, 
10, 15, 20,30, what? A. Well, I was told by one of the girls in the 
office it was 180 working and there were 305, I think, on the payroll 
that was actually supposed to be working, so it was about half the 

plant, I would think. 

Q. That is, working the day you left, is that right? A. Well, 
it was - I imagine it was about that the day I left, maybe 200 the day 
left. There were some more laid off afterwards. 

Q. There were quite a few laid off afterwards, weren't there? 
A. Yes, I guess so. Yes, I know there was because they had gotten 
down to where there was less than 180 in the plant. 

Q. Considerably less? A. Yes. 


Q. Now, that wasn’t exactly my question. My precise question 


is, did you know how many people were laid off, not by that date, but 
on that date? A. No, I don’t know. 
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Q. And you are not able to estimate it? A. No, I couldn't do 
that. i 

Q. Let me ask you this: You stated that you went toa 
Christmas party, is that right? A. Yes, sir. | 


Q. Was the Christmas party given by the Company, is that 
right? A. Yes, sir. | 

Q. Now, let me ask you - how did you know to go to: that 

Christmas party? A. Well, we are counted as employees and 
they pay our Blue Cross and Blue Shield Insurance, and we are still 
on the payroll, and we were included, our vacation pay and our bonus 
and all the things that they had at Garland, we are included, we had 
invitations to go. | 

Q. Then you got some kind of a communication from the 
Company? A. Yes. | 

Q. Was this a written communication? A. Yes. | 

Q. Did it accompany some sort of a bonus payment or some 
sort of other check? A. Yes, our Christmas bonus, our vacation 


and our Christmas bonus. 


Q. You were still carried on the payroll, isn't that right? 
A. Yes. 


Q. And as far as you know, your insurance benefits are 
presently maintained, isn't that right? A. Yes. ! 

MR. HANDLER: Nothing further. 

CROSS EXAMINATION | 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) Mrs. Bowers, about how many home off, 
had already gone off on the day that you were laid off? A. I don't 
know. 

Q. Quite afew? A. Yes. | 

Q. And then subsequently quite a few more? A. Yes. 

Q. And you did not, as you have testified, you did not see your 
daughter sign this card? A. No, not that one. 


Q. And you don't know when she signed it? A. No. 

Q. Had you ever seen it before today? A. No. 

e * * * 

DOROTHY WALKER 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of General Counsel and, 
being first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 

* 7 x = * 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Mrs. Walker, have you ever worked 
at Garland Knitting Mills? A. Yes, Ihave. 

Q. When did you first go to work there? A. October 8, 1963. 

Q. And was the plant in its present location when you went to 
work there? A. No, it wasn’t. 

Q. Where was it located at that time? A. It was located in 
Beaufort at the USO Building. 

Q. How long did you work there before they ter the present 
plant? A. Well, I started to work in October and I think they moved 
in November of that same year, I think. 

Q. Are you working there now? A. No, I'm not. 


Q. When did you leave there, or leave their employ? A. Well, 


I leave on maternity leave on June 17. 

Q. Did you ever have any subsequent conversation with the 
Company about whether you were coming back to work? A. Yes. 
Q. When was that? A. My doctor, you know, gave me a 
statement saying when I was expecting, and after I took that in, the 
Secretary, Wanda, brought me a slip saying when I should take my 

leave and when I should come back. 

Q. And what year was all this? A. 1966. 

Q. Mrs. Walker, when you first went to work out there what 
kind of job did they put you on? A. Well, first I was making turtle 
neck collars on a service machine. 


Q. Can you name for me, if you would, please, some of the 
other jobs that you had out there? A. Well, since we have moved 
in the new plant, I have did, I hang zippers, I have set long lines, 

I have set short linings, I have done seam bindings, I have did first 
side seaming, second side seam, and I worked on pants, first and 
second side seam. I have had one day working in the company 
department and that's all I remember right now. | 

Q. Can you name me some of the different kind of machines 
that you have worked on? A. Well, I work on irregular machines, 
they call it the straight machine. I have worked with the seam 
binding machine and I have worked on the serge. I had experience 


with the serge more than the rest of them. 
Q. Have you ever been called on to do samples? A, Yes, I 
have. | 
Q. Now, what are samples? A. Samples is like when they are 
putting out their summer stuff and the style is new and they have got 
to be made perfect, you know, you have got to be real good at it when 
you make it because they want it done real nice. 
Q. Let me ask you this, Mrs. Walker, directing your attention 
to this last Christmas, did you go to any Christmas party out at the 
Company? A. I attend one Christmas party and that was in 1964. 
Q. This last Christmas did you go to any parties? A. No, I 
wasn't there. | 
Did you get an invite? A. No, I didn't. 
Is your insurance presently in force? A. No, it isn't. 
Did you get any Christmas bonus this last Christmas? 
No, I didn't. 


* * * | * 


Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Mrs. Walker, directing your attention 
| 

to the spring of last year, did they have a union campaign among the 
ladies out there? A. Yes, they did. | 
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Q. And can you tell me anything that you did? A. Yes, I 
signed a card to become a member of the union and I also was on 
one of the committees. 

Q. Can you name some of the other people on this committee 
you refer to. A. Well, there was Rebecca Frazier, Julia Frazier, 
Evelyn Houston, Alice Ebbs, Ione Allen and Dorine Crumbly. 

Q. Were you with Miss Cameron when she went up to request 
recognition from the Company one day? A. Yes, I was. 

Q. Did you have any of these committee people? A. Yes, 
they was. 


Q. Let me ask you this. Was a Mary Gregory present on that 


occasion? A. Yes, she was, but she wasn't with the group. She 


stood on the other side, in the yard of the plant. 

Q. Where was the group that you were with? A. We were in 
the reception room of the plant. 

Q. About how big is that room, would you say? A. Oh, it 
isn’t very big; it isn't very large, just a little small room. We was 
kind of, you know, clustery like there, the people that went in. 

MR. SMITH: What like? 

THE WITNESS: I said it was kind of clustery like. 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Was there a Lucy Bork present? 

A. No, she wasn’t. 

Q. Was she there? A. No, she wasn't. 

Q. Let me ask you this: Do you know whatever happened to 
Mrs. Bork on this committee? A. I just don’t know. I can't tell 
you why she isn’t with us now, because I don’t know. As I got there, 
she just quit working. I don’t really know what happened. 

Q. Now, Mrs. Walker, were you present at any Government 
Hearing last year? A. Yes, I was. 

Q. How did you come to be there? A. I was subpoenaed. 

Q. And who subpoenaed you? A. Mr. Jack Handler. 
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Q. Is that the gentlemen seated on my right? A. Yes. 

* * * x x 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Did you ever have an election out 
there? A. Yes, we did. 

Q. What date was that? A. May 13th. | 

Q. Of what year? A. 1966. 

Q. On what day of the week was that? A. Friday. 

Q. Allright. Now, Mrs. Walker, directing your attention to 


the week, the Monday through Friday in which the election occurred, 


did you have any meetings of employees there on the premises ? 
A. Yes, we did. | 

Q. Specifically, directing your attention to the day before the 
election, did you have a meeting that day? A. Yes, we aia. 

Q. Allright. Tell us how you came to be there at that meeting ? 
A. Well, my supervisor, Miss June Martin, came up to me and asked 
me would I go to the cutting department for a meeting that was held 
by Mr. Burnat. : 

Q. Allright. Did you gothen? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. About how many people would you say were there? A.I 
would say half of the plant at that meeting. | 

Q. Did anybody make atalk? A. Yes. 

Q. Who was that? A. Mr. Burnat. : 

Q. Mr. Who? A. Mr. Burnat. | 

Q. All right. Mrs. Walker, I want you to think back, if you 
would, and try and remember everything that you can that Mr. 


Burnat had to say at this meeting, if you would, please, ma'am. 

A. Well, when we walked in, he was standing up there on a platform 
in front of the microphone, I think, and he said, he reminded every - 
body to vote the next day, and to vote, you know, of your choice, 
whichever party that you wanted. | 

And then he also said, "I saw a lot of people around here wearing 


union buttons, but you can see which side I'm on." He was holding 

a Garland tag on his coat. He said, "You can see which side I’m on." 
And he also asked the people, he said, "What is the pass word for 
tomorrow ?” 

And they said, "Vote No,” just like that. 

And so he said, "Yes, Vote No." And then he also reminded us 
again to vote, you know, to be sure that you vote the next day. 

Q. Do you remember anything else that he said on this 
occasion? A. Well, I know he talked about the Union having a party 
and instead of the people eating a victory dinner that he wanted them 
to be eating their words. 

Q. Do you remember anything else on this occasion? A. That's 
all I can remember right now. 

Q. All right. What, if anything, did you do after you attended 
this talk? A. Well, I went back to my machine and started working. 

Q. Did anything unusual happen when you got back there? 

A. Yes, shortly after I got back to my machine, Mrs. Estelle 
Rutledge came up to me and offered me a Garland tag, and I told 
her I didn’t want one. 

Q. What kind of a tag was this that she offered you? A. One 
of those Garland tags that you put on skirts. 

Q. Was it anything like the one that Mr. Burnat had been 
wearing? A. Yes, it was. 

Q. Was there anything else after you got back to your machine? 
A. Well, after Mrs. Rutledge offered me one, my own personal 
supervisor came over, Miss June Martin, came over and also offered 
me one, and I refused to take it. 

Q. Did you have occasion to see any other supervisors when 
you go back to the machine? A. Well, I noticed that across the 
room that the other supervisor who was on the other side of the 
pants line was also doing the same thing, passing out tags, because 


when my supervisor came to me she had, you know, a stack of them, 
you know, for anybody who wanted one. | 


Q. Do you remember who this other supervisor was that you 


| 
saw on the other side of the room? A. It was Miss - I aon t know, 


I think it was Helen Smith. I think it is her, and I think also, Miss 


Janine - I don't know what her last name is. | 


Q. Janine Who? A. I can't remember her last name. I 
| 
think it is Partridge or something. I can't pronounce her last name. 


Q. Could that be Janine Partridge? A. Yes, something like 


this. 


Q. Was Estelle Rutledge your supervisor? A. No, she wasn't 


my supervisor. She was my supervisor at one time, but she wasn't 
then. June Martin was my supervisor. | 

Q. O.K. now. Now, during that same week of the election 
Mrs. Walker, did you go to one or more than one meeting held 
there? A. Well, I can truthfully say I went to about three of them. 

Q. Can you remember anything besides this meeting the day 
before the election, directing your attention to the other meetings? 
A. Oh, yeah, we had other meetings and I attended. | 

Q. And who would speak at those meetings? A. Mr. Burnat. 

Q. Can you remember anything that was said at any of those 
meetings? A. Well, he said that the management of Garland was 
bad, and that if we give him another chance, you know, to make the 
conditions of the plant better, that he would, you know, try to do 
better in the future. | 

And he also said that we always could get the union if he didn't 
do better, and he said that if we give him another chance to do better, 
he said he would treat us so good that we wouldn't want a union. 

Q. Do you remember anything else that he had to say when he 
was talking? A. Well, in one session that I was in, he had a time 


that you could ask questions, and I said, "Mr. Burnat, why, when the 


colored girls get off on a maternity leave, they have such a hard 
time getting their job back?" And he said that he would try to 
straighten that out, too. 

Q. Do you remember anything else said by Mr. Burnat? 

A. I don't know. 

Q. Did he make any reference to any changes that he was 
going to make? A. Yes, he said he was going to make some changes 
because the management, it was bad; he said that he would make 
some changes. 

Q. Anything else along that line? A. That he was going to get 
colored supervisors and colored girls out there. 

= = * * * 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Did Mr. Burnat say anything or indi- 
cate when he might start doing all these things? A. He said about 
May 16th he was going to start his own campaign, change things and 
all, you know. 

Q. Mrs. Walker, did you ever have occasion to talk to Mr. 
Burnat personally about any of these speeches that he made? 

A. Yes, I did, 

Q. Tell us when that happened? A. May 12. Mr. Burnat about 
2:45 came to my machine and said, "Mrs. Walker, I would like to 
speak to you in my office.” So I said, "O.K. Iget my break in the 
next five minutes and I'll come in to talk with you.” And I did, 

Q. Go ahead. A. After I got in the office, Mr. Burnat said, 
"Well, how did you like my speech this morning?” And I said, "Well, 
it was O.K.” Then he say, "So you wouldn’t change your mind, huh?” 

And I said, "Well, no. I told you once that I was for the Union, 
and I'm still for the Union, and I can’t be a hypocrite.” And he also 
said that he was a little bit disappointed in me for not changing, you 
know, my mind. 

Q. Do you remember anything else said between the two of 
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you there? A. He said he was doing his damndest -best to prove to 


people that he was trying to do better. He said that. He said that 
he was doing his damndest to prove to people that he was going to 
do better, by you know, talking with them. | 
Q. Mrs. Walker, you mentioned earlier about the maternity 
leave. Did you have occasion in 1966 to go on maternity oe ? 
A. Yes, I did. 
Q. And what date did you go on leave? A. That was June 17. 


Q. Now, prior to your going on maternity leave, what job were 


you doing? A. I was hanging zippers. 
Q. What's that? A. Hanging zipper. : 
Q. Were you on a production or piece-rate basis? A Yes, 
I was. | 
Q. Did you make production? A. Yes, I did. 
Q. Did you ever get any warnings about making production? 
A. No, I didn't. | 
Q. Written, or the supervisor talking to you? A. No, I never 


had anyone talking to me. 

Q. Did anybody ever warn you about regular SECRETESS at 
work? A. No, sir. 

Q. That is either written or by word of mouth ? A. No, sir. 

Q. At the time you went on maternity leave, was anything said 
about when you ought to return to the Company? A. Yes, I had the 
secretary to bring me a slip from the office, Miss Mary’ Gregory, 
she brought me a list saying I had to leave June 17 and return 
September 19. | 

Q. Is this the same Mary Gregory that was on the committee ? 


A. Yes, she was doing secretary then. 


Q. All right. What did you do after you got this slip? A. Well, 
I can't tell rightly how long after I got the slip that I worked, but I 


leave on that date they tell me I have to leave. 


Q. Were you given any date when to get in touch with them 
again? A. No, he didn’t tell me when to get in touch with him, but 


I got in touch with him myself on September 16. 
Q. Who did you get in touch with that day? A. Well, I made a 
phone call to Garland and the secretary answered the phone and I 


asked could I speak to Mr. Van Schyndel. 

Q. Did you get to talk with him? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. What was said between the two of you? A. I said, "Mr. 
Van Schyndel, this is Dorothy Walker, and I would like to know if I 
am supposed to come back to work Monday.” And so he asked me 
had my leave ended then and I said, no, that it would be ended until 
Monday. And he said, "Well, I'll tell you what. You call me back 
on Monday and I will tell you.” And I made this remark to Mr. Van 
Schyndel, I said, "Mr. Van Schyndel, I was a member of the Union. 
That’s why I want to know if I have still got a job or not.” 

Q. How did you know that your leave was up September 19? 

A, Because they give me a written slip. 

Q. Whodid? A. The secretary, Mary Gregory. 

Q. And when did you get that statement? A. Oh, I will say about 
three weeks before I quit. 

Q. Before you what? A. Before I quit working; I think it was 
about three weeks before I quit. 

Q. This was what, before you quit on your maternity leave ? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Allright. Do you remember anything else between you and 
Mr. Van Schyndel there on September 16? A. No, that’s all I said to 
him. I said, you know, “I took an active part in the Union. I just want 
to know if I still have a job.” And he didn’t say nothing, just, "O.K. 
Call me back Monday.” And I did, 

Q. All right. Now, Monday was what? A. September 19. That 
was the day I was supposed to go back and on the weekend, I went to 


the doctor that Saturday, and since he didn't tell me not to come, 
or he didn't give me no explanation if I was supposed to come or 
not, I just took it on myself and went to the doctor and get my 
physical - ‘cause you know you have to have that to go back to 
work. And so I went to the doctor and got my physical, I had all 
the excuse I needed, you know, to get back to work, and when I 
called that Monday, I said, "Mr. Van Schyndel, am I supposed to 
come back to work this morning?” And he just think for a 
moment and said, "Well, Dorothy, I'll tell you like this, we are 
pushing a lot of people back. We are having to cut down our 
production and I have already laid off a lot already, and I' won 't be 
able to take you back right now.’ | 
And I said, "Well, Mr. Van Schyndel, is this a temporary lay 
off or what?" And he said, "Well, the best thing I could tel you is 


to find work elsewhere.” And all I said, "O.K.” and I hang up the 
telephone, and I haven't talked to him since. 

Q. Now, did you draw unemployment after that date? A. Yes, 
I did. | 


Q. Were you disqualified? A. No, sir. I didn't oe no 
trouble getting my unemployment. 

Q. Allright. Mrs. Walker, you testified you were én the union 
committee? A. Yes. | 

Q. Did you do anything else about the union campaign? A. Yes, 
I did. | 

Q. What was that, please, ma'am? A. Well, I would go with 
the organizer for the Union and talk to people at their homes. 

Q. What would you be doing at peoples' homes? A.| Well, I 

would sit down and explain to them, you know, with the 


organizer, and try to convince them that we needed a Union in 


Garland. 
Q. Did you do anything else for the Union? A. Well, I would 
try to talk to the girls to get them to sign cards and stuff 
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Q. Did you sign a card yourself? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. Allright. I show you what I have had marked for identifi - 
cation as General Counsel's Exhibit No. 136 and I ask if you can 
tell us what that is, please, ma'am? A. This is one of the union 
cards that applies you for membership in the union, and I signed 
this. 

(The document above referred to 


was marked General Counsel's 
Exhibit No. 136 for identification.) 


Q. Have you seen that card pefore? A. Yes, Ihave. 


Q. Can you tell us what circumstances. A. Well, when I got 


this card I got it from Dorene Crumley and it was blank and I filled 
it out myself and I gave it back to her. 

@. Allright. Where were you when you filled it out? A. I 
was in a car on my lunch hour at Garland. 

Q. Allright. Was there anyone else in the car with you? 

A. Yes. There was my sister, myself, Queen Ester Brown and 
Evelyn Ramsey. 

Q. Who is your sister? A. Evelyn Houston. 

Q. Is that the same Evelyn Houston who testified here yester- 
day? A. Yes, it is. 

Q. And is she seated by the wall over there? A. Yes. 

Q. Did you have any conversation with Mrs. Houston at that 
time? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. What was that, please, ma'am? A. I told her that we was 
trying to get alunion in the shop and I told her if on her own free 
will she wanted to join, she could sign the card, And she agreed 
that she wanted to join. She told me like this, "What is good for you 
is good for me.” 

Q. After you had this conversation with Mrs. Houston there in 
the car, what, if anything, happened? A. Well, she was eating and I 
wasn’t, and I said, "Well, I'm going to fill out mine.” And she said, 


"Go ahead and fill out mine, too." So I did. She gave me permission 


to do it, so I did. | 

Q. Ishow you what has been marked for identification as 
General Counsel's Exhibit No. 123 and ask if you can tell us what 
that is, please, ma'am? A. This is her card. I misspelled her 
name and I scratched it out. I put it over again. | 

Q. Are you referring to the scratch on the top of the card? 

A. Yes, I did that. I misspelled her name and scratched it out and 
spelled it over. 

Q. Who put the date on the card? A. I did. 

MR. WILLIAMSON: Mr. Examiner, at this time I move into 
evidence General Counsel's Exhibit No. 123, the card of Evelyn 
Houston, and General Counsel's Exhibit No. 136 - well, strike that. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Strike what? | 

MR. WILLIAMSON: At this time, this cardIam moving in 
evidence, General Counsel's No. 123. 

MR. SMITH: This card that bears the name of Evelyn Houston, 
GC 123, I object in that it has not been authenticated. Di you offer 
the other ? | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: No, he only offered 123. I will receive it. 

* * * * | * 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Mrs. Walker, during sn time out 
there have you ever known any of the lady employees to become 
pregnant? A. Yes. | 

Q. Can you tell us whether or not any employees returned to 
work with the company after being pregnant? A. Yes, except for a 
few I knew didn't come back for a long time, until after the election. 

Q. What? A. Some of the girls I know got a maternity leave 
and they haven't got back in there until after the election and almost 


a year before some of them got back, two I know specifically 


* * * 


Q. (By Mr: Handler) Mrs. Walker, what is Estelle Rutledge’s 
position in the plant? A. When I left she was a supervisor. 

Q. During the period immediately preceding the election, 
about that time or about a week prior to the election, do you know 
what she was supervisor over? A. She was supervisor over the 
line that was in front of me. 

Q. This was not your line? A. No, it wasn't. I was under 
June Martin. 

« * 

CLARENCE LOFTIN 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of General Counsel and, 
being first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Give us your name and address. 

THE WITNESS: Clarence Loftin, Box 25, Efland, North 
Carolina. 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 


x « * 


FURTHER DIRECT EXAMINATION 

m = x * * 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Mr. Loftin, I show you a document 
marked for identification as General Counsel's Exhibit No. 139 and 
ask you if you, please, sir, if you can identify that document. 

A. Yes, sir. This is an application for membership in the Inter- 


national Ladies Garment Workers’ Union. This is the card I gave 


to Freddie Wearrien in his home, which he completed, he filled the 
whole card out and gave it back to me. 

Q. Did he put the date on it? A. Yes, everything. 

Q. What did you do with this card after you signed Mr. 
Wearrien? A. ‘When I reported in to the motel, I gave it to Mary 
Cameron. 


(The document above referred to 
was marked General Counsel's 
Exhibit No. 139 for identification.) 


* 


MARY B. CAMERON 
was recalled by General Counsel and testified further as follows: 


TRIAL EXAMINER: You have appeared before ? You are still 

under oath. | 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 

* * x « x 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Miss Cameron, I show you corer 
Counsel's Exhibit No. 135 and ask you, please, ma'am, if you had 
even seen that card before? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Where had you seen it? A. It was turned in to me. 

Q. Did you have that card in your possession on March 7th? 
A. Yes, I did. | 

Q. Did you have it at the company offices that day?) A. Yes, 
I did. | 


* * | 


EXAMINATION 

* * * * * 

Q. (By Trial Examiner Weil) Miss Cameron, what’ idid you do 
with the cards ultimately after you accumulated all your | 162 cards 
or whatever the gross was on the 7th of March? What did you do 
with those cards? A. Well, until the 7th of March I kept the cards 
and I sent them to the Atlanta office on March 8. | 

Q. Your Atlanta office or the Atlanta office of the Board? 
A. Our Atlanta office, to Mr. Handler. 

Q. And you sent them on March 7th? A. No, I sent them on 
March. | 

Q. How did you send them, by mail? A. No, by one of the 

staff, Sam Shirah. 


* 


MR. HANDLER: Mr. Examiner, during the recess Mr. Smith, 
Mr. Williamson and myself had an off-the-record discussion, and 
it is my understanding that the three of us are willing to enter into 
the following stipulation which I will read into the record, and to 
whatever degree I will be inaccurate, I assume I will be corrected. 
The stipulation will be as follows: That all of the cards which Mary 

Cameron gave to Sam Shirah on March 8, 1966 were hand 
delivered by Shirah to Handler at about 4:00 p.m. on March 8, 1966, 
and were mailed, Air Mail, Special Delivery, by Handler, with the 
representation petition to the Regional Office of the Eleventh Region 
in Winston-Salem of the NLRB. The mailing also occurred, if I 
didn't say, on March 8, 1966. 

MR. WILLIAMSON: General Counsel would so stipulate. 

MR. SMITH: So stipulate. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Thank you, gentlemen. 

ALICE EBBS 

was called as a witness by and on behalf of General Counsel and, 


being first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 


* = sd * 


DIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Mrs. Ebbs, have you ever worked 
at the Garland Knitting Mills? A. Yes, I have. 

Q. When did you first go to work there? A. August 18, 1965. 

Q. Are you working there now? A. No, I’m not. 

Q. When did you leave there? A. September 9, 1966. 

Q. Mrs. Ebbs, directing your attention to Christmas this past 
year, did you attend a Christmas party at the Company? A. No, I 
did not. 

Q. Did you receive an invitation? A. No, I did not. 

Q. Do you know whether or not your insurance is still in 


force? A. It is not. 


Q. Did you receive a Christmas bonus? A. No, I didn't. 

Q. Mrs. Ebbs, during the time that you were working at 
Garland, did they ever have a union campaign? A. Yes, they did. 

Q. Do you remember approximately when that was? 

A. Approximately February 1966. ’ | 

Q. Ma'am, did you do anything during that campaign? 
A. Yes, I helped get cards signed. ! 

Q. Were you active on behalf of the union in any other way? 
A. Well, I talked to people. I went to meetings. 

Q. Ibelieve you stated you got some cards signed. Were you 
successful in getting anybody to sign cards? A. Yes. I had about, 
between five and ten, I think it was, myself. | 

Q. Can you name anybody out there at the plant who signed a 
card for you? A. There was Judy Trisler, Neva Smith, Eva Mae 
Wright, Patricia Prince, Winnifred Dowling, and Gloria Kye, Sarah 
Bing and Eartha Lee Mervin, and some of them were handed to me 
that I turned in, but I don't recall. | 

Q. Do you remember anyone else that you signed up? A. Not 
off hand. | 

Q. Does the name Susanne Fitzgerald --- A. Yes. 

Q. With reference to the people you signed up, Mrs. Ebbs, 
where did you contact them? A. Some of them were at their homes; 
the majority of them I talked to at work and they would ask me to 
come by, or sign them right there at work; some I signed them in 


the car. 


* * * * 


FURTHER DIRECT EXAMINATION 
| 


* * *x * 


* 


Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Can you estimate for us about what 
date the first speech by Mr. Burnat that you heard was?) 


* * * 
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THE WITNESS: Well, off hand, I would say it was April because 
it was closer to the election than March. 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Can you remember anything that Mr. 
Burnat had to say during this talk on that occasion ? 

. « « * * 

THE WITNESS: Well, at one I know that he said nothing would 
happen to the girls that were on the union committee, that it was up 
to them what they wanted to do, and at one of them, he had just 25 
girls in there, approximately 25. It was just small groups, and he 
wanted questions from the girls, and one of them asked him about 
piece rates and she said, "What are they going to do about the piece 
rates? Are they going to change them?” And he said, "They will 
be changed.” 

She said, “well, how?” And he said, "I don't know at present 
but they willbe changed.” He said, "This place will be run just 
like the plant in Boston.” 

Q. Do you remember anything else on this occasion? A. Well, 
he said that everything would be changed. 

MR. SMITH: What talk are we talking about ? 

MR. WILLIAMSON: The same one we were talking about in 
the previous questions. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I’m not sure. 

THE WITNESS: Well, now, they had about three of them right 
close together, and one was a meeting of the whole group that he 
got in there and talked to, and he had another meeting and there 
were about 25 people in there that he was talking to. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Which was the earlier one of those ? 

THE WITNESS: The earlier one, I am sure, was when he was 
talking to the whole group. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Now, tell us what you can recall of that. 

I take it the last two statements you made -- 
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THE WITNESS: This was in the small group, when he wanted 
questions from them. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Tell us about the first one. 

THE WITNESS: I can't recall off hand. We were told to go in 
there by our supervisors, that he wanted totalk tous. | 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Were you paid for the time you spent 
in there? A. I think we were. They didn't dock us for it. I can't 
remember too much more that happened at that meeting. 

Q. Mrs. Ebbs, did you give a statement to the National Labor 
Relations Board? A. Yes. | 

Q. Iask you, please, ma'am, is that your signature ? A. Yes, 


it is. 


Q. And is this the Labor Board statement which you are? 
MR. SMITH: Mr. Williamson, may I read off of this one? 


MR. WILLIAMSON: Yes. 

THE WITNESS: Yes, it looks like it, so it must be. | 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Is that your statement ? A. It's my 
statement. | 

Q. Mrs. Ebbs, I'm going to show you a coe copy of the 
statement which I just showed to you and you identified, and ask you 
to read, if you would, please, ma'am, the last paragraph, if you would 
read that to yourself. All right. Have you finished reading that 
paragraph? A. Yes. | 

Q. Mrs. Ebbs, having looked over your aon given to the 
Labor Board, does it refresh your recollection in any way about the 
meeting at which Mr. Burnat spoke? A. Not too much. That was 
over a year ago. 

Q. Can you tell us anything further about the time at which 
this meeting took place? A. Well, I said there toward = end of 
April, so that would be more exact. 

Q. Now, Mrs. Ebbs, after the election out there was there 
ever any change in your pay? A. Yes. 


Q. Can you tell us when that occurred? A. Well, it was 
supposed to be around the $rd of June, I think, but most of them 
was retroactive to the Ist of June. 

Q. What change, if any, was made in your pay on that occasion ? 
A. Well, it was supposed to be 10 cents; that is what Miss Patridge 
told me when ‘she came around. She was telling everyone what 
their rate schedule would be and how much they would get, and she 
said. since I hadn't been there a year I would only get 10 cents an 
hour raise, which would bring it up to $1.45 an hour, and I objected. 

Q. You objected? What did you do about objecting? A. Well, 
I told her if I'was only getting 10 cents an hour, that I would quit. 

Q. And what occurred at that point? A. Well, Mary Lee 
Bowers asked me if I was serious and I told her yes, I was. If I 
wasn’t worth anymore than 10 cents an hour, then they could forget 

about it.’ And she called Mr. Buffington over there. 

Q. Now who was Mr. Buffington? A. He was the Assistant 
Manager at the time, and she called him over and was talking to 
bim and he went into the office and then later on he called me over 
to the side and talked to me, and he said that Mary had told him that 
I was going to quit if all I was getting was a 10 cents an hour raise, 
and I told him that was right. And he said well, there was no hard 
feelings over my working for the Union and he did appreciate my 
work, and that the check I got that week would be just a 10 cents an 
hour raise, but the following week, he would get the other 10 cents 
which would bring it to $1.55. 

Q. And before this all hapened, you had been making what ? 

A. $1.35. 

Q. Mrs. Ebbs, directing your attention to the day before the 
election, did you attend any meeting at the Company that day ? 
A. Yes. 

Q. Can you tell us what went on there? A. Well, I don't 


| 
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remember too much. Mr. Burnat was talking and he said, '’The 
password for tomorrow is Vote No." And he says, ‘Well, you can 


vote the way you want to, but vote. ' 
* * ce ea x 


Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Mrs. Ebbs, now that you had read 
the Labor Board statement, does it refresh your recollection in any 
way about any meeting after the election? A. Yes, that particular 
one. | 

Q. Allright, ma'am. Can you now tell us approximately when 
that meeting was? A. In June. | 

Q. And about what part of the month, would you say? ACen 
don't remember what part of the month it was, but it was before 
our vacation and it was after our payraise. | 

Q. Did anyone speak at this meeting? A. Just Mr. Burnat, as 

far as I can recall. | 

Q. Do you remember anything Mr. Burnat said? A, He said 
that the Union, the girls that were working for the Union, the Com- 
mittee were being paid by the Union. | 

* * * * * 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) What girls? A. The committee was 
being paid by the Union, and that they had even been called -- well, 
on the witness stand and asked under oath if they were being paid by 
the Union. i 

Q. Anything else? A. And they refused to answer. 

Q. Now, Mrs. Ebbs, at the hearing being referred to, who was 
the only person called to the stand? A. I was. 


Q. Was there any refusal on your part to answer aS questions ? 
A. There was not. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Is this the hearing of which I have the 
transcript ? 


MR. WILLIAMSON: Yes. 


MR. SMITH: You have, I believe, portions already marked. 

MR. WILLIAMSON: Pages 46 and 49, I believe. 

Q. (Sy Mr. Williamson) Mrs. Ebbs, at any time after the 
election, did you ever have any personal conversation with any 
company official or supervisor on the subject of the Union? A. Just 
one. 

Q. With whom? A. Mr. Van Schyndel. 

Q. Do you remember approximately when that occurred? 

A. I don't know exactly when it occurred, no. 

Q. Can you give us your best estimate? A. Not as far as dates 
are concerned, no. But it was after the election. 

Q. Where did this conversation take place? A. Well, it was 
over in the section where I worked, and it was next to the wall, 
actually because I was working over there and he walked up and 
asked me how I was doing. 

And I told him, "Fine.” And he asked if I thought the Union - if 
I would still like to have the Union in, and I said, 'Yes."" And he 
said, "Well, do you think it would have done any good?” And I said, 

"Yes." And he said, "Why?" And I said, "Because, if we hada 
contract, Mr. Burnat would have had to keep his promises.” 

Q. Do you remember anything else on that occasion? A. That's 
about all. We talked for a few minutes and he left. 

Q. Now, Mrs. Ebbs, when did you leave Garland Knitting? 

A. September 9. 

Q. Of what year? A. '66. 

Q. The time you left there, what job did you have with the 
Company? A. Service girl. 

Q. And were you on a production basis as far as your pay was 


concerned? A. No, it was time work. ; 


Q. Had you ever received any warnings about your attendance? 
A. No. 


Q. By warnings I mean either written or by word of mouth ? 
A. Not that I can recall. | 

Q. Had you ever received any warnings in connection with 
your work? A. No. i 

Q. On September 9, how did you first learn that you were 

going to leave the Company out there? A. Well, my supervisor 
came over a few minutes before quitting time - it must have been 
about 4:14 or 4:13, because she said that I was supposed to be in 
the office at 4:15. And I thought she was just kidding. And she said, 
"No, here's a slip of paper. You have to take it in the office at 
4:15."" So I went ahead and went on in there because it was really 
past that by then. | 

Q. You say you went on inthere? A. Into the office. 

Q. Were there any other employees there at that seed 
A. There were quite a few. | 

Q. Did you know any of them? A. There was Eartha Lee 
Mervin, she went in just before I did, and Dorene Crumley was 
sitting right inside the door. | 

Q. About how many were there altogether? A. Oh, there was 


probably around 15, because it was pretty well crowded. I don't 
know exactly how many. | 
Q. All right. Now, you arrived there at the office. Go ahead 
and tell us what happened at that time, please, ma'am? A. Well, 
Mr. Van Schyndel and Mr. Levin were standing in there and Mr. 
Levin started talking and he said that they were having to have a 
cut back, and they were going to have to let some of the girls gO, 
and he said, "We have enjoyed having you work for us,” and he 
thanked us and he said he was just going to lay us off and| that we 
could pick up our checks right then, ‘cause they just didn't have 
enough work, and some of the girls started over to get their checks, 
and I asked Mr. Levin and Mr. Van Schyndel why us. 


Q. Now. when you said "us" who were you talking about ? 

A. I mean why this certain group. And he said, "Well, I just didn’t 
pick anyone. We are just going to have to let a few people go. 

And Dorene Crumley and I stood there while the rest of them 
went to get their checks and were talking to him, and she said that 
she had made over production all the time. 

And he said, "Well, that helped you, didn't it?" And she said, 
“Well, I think it helped the Company, too.” 

And I asked him, I said, "Well, I have just trained a service 
girl to help me.” And he told me, "Well, that is part of my job." 
And I said, "What, to train someone to replace me?" 

Q. Now, the service girl that you had been training, do you 
know whether or not she had been laid off? A. She wasn't. At 
least she wasn't in there with us. 

Q. All right. Go ahead, please, ma'am. A. Andhe said, 
"Well, we are just having to lay a few off." And Dorene asked him, 
she said, "Well, what will we tell them when we go to the Employment 

Office, that we were fired?" And he said, "Yes."" And then he 
said, "No, that you were laid off.” 

And she was standing there talking to him and she said, "Well, 
why are we being laid off?" And I told her, I said, "Well, Dorene, 
you are wasting your time. He is not going to tell you the truth, so 
we might as well go.” So we picked up our checks and left. 

Q. Did any of the other girls in there besides you and Mrs. 
Dorene Crumley - did any of them ask any questions of Mr. Levin 
or Mr. Van Schyndel? A. There was one girl that asked him a 


question - she asked if she could come back after her baby was born, 
and he told her that she could re-apply, and I think he mentioned 
February. 

Q. Did he say anything to you and Mrs. Crumley about recalling 
you? A, No. 
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Q. Mrs. Ebbs, in your previous work experience out there, 
had you ever been laid off for lack of work before? A. Not laid 
off - we might have maybe an afternoon off because the work was 
slow, or some of the girls weren't caught up on theirs and others 
were. | 

Q. Ibelieve you mentioned earlier that your insurance was 

not kept in force. Can you tell us when it lapsed, if you know? 
A. Idon't know. I remember getting a letter about the Blue Cross 
and Blue Shield, asking if I wanted to keep it in force, and I don't 
even know when it was, because I didn't want it. : 

Q. Did you receive any invitation to a Christmas party this 
last year? A. No. 

Q. This letter that you referred to about your insurance, Mrs. 
Ebbs, do you know who that came from? A. No, it was 4 just wanted 
to know if I wanted to keep up my Blue Cross-Blue Shield myself. 

Q. Who had been keeping it up prior to that time, do you know? 
A. Garland Knitting Mills, I presume. I don't know. | 

* * * * 

CROSS EXAMINATION 

* * * * i *x 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) Now, Mrs. Ebbs, you said you attended the 
last meeting just before the election, that was the day before the 
election, in the morning? A. The day before. | 

Q. And I believe you testified that Mr. Burnat - he. is the one 
that did the talking, wasn't he? A. I think he was the one what I 
heard. I mean, what I said there is what I heard him say. Now, I 


don't know if he was the only speaker that day. | 


Q. And I believe you testified that he said to the people, that 
the password for tomorrow is Vote and No? A. Right. : 
| 

Q. Didn't he really just say what is the password for tomorrow? 


A. No, he did not. 
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Q. He didn’t ask that question? A. He said the password 
tomorrow is Vote and No. 

Q. Did he ask the question, "What is the password for tomorrow? 
A. He might have toward the end of it, but I walked out or started 
out before the rest of them did. 

Q. You didn’t hear him ask that question? A. They were all 
yelling. 

Q. “What is the password for tomorrow? A. He said the 
password for tomorrow is Vote and No, and they were all yelling. 

Q. You are sure that’s the way it was? A. As far as I can 
remember, that’s the way it was. 

Q. Well, do you remember it or don't you? A. To the best of 
my knowledge, yes, that’s the way it was, but I can't remember his 
exact words, word for word, all day. 

Q. That’s what you said back in June, wasn't it? A. Well, 
you can remember things better back in June, right after it happens 
than a year later. 

Q. The General Counsel has already shown you that. Just 
look at that paragraph again. You remembered it back in June. 

Q. That’s what he said, just what I got through saying. 

Q. You just got through saying, that’s what he said? 

A. Right. 

Q. And you are sure of it inJune? A. In June I was pretty 
gure of it. It was right after it happened. 

Q. And so you are sure of it now? A. Iheard it right then. 

MR. SMITH: No further questions. 

MR. WILLIAMSON: Just one or two. 

REDIRECT EXAMINATION 
Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Mrs. Ebbs, I want to ask you, this 


particular paragraph, beginning with the words, "T heard him 
say .-”, is this the particular portion of the statement that Mr. 
Smith was pointing out to you? A. Yes. 


Q. Iwonder if you would read that aloud? 

MR. SMITH: I object to that. If he wishes to introduce it in 
evidence, he may do so. | 

MR. WILLIAMSON: I think it ought to be on the record, Your 
Honor. Mr. Smith pointed it out, a portion of the statement. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: If you don't introduce it, Mr. Smith, do 
you propose to? | 

MR. SMITH: No, I don't | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: If he reads aloud that portion, do you 
propose to introduce the rest ? | 

MR. SMITH: Let's take a look at it again, please. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You may, of course. | 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Mrs. Ebbs, I would like to! ask you 
to read aloud, if you would, the portion of your statement, ; beginning 
with the words, "I heard" and down to the words "Vote and No." If 
you will read that aloud, please. A. "T heard him say the password 
for tomorrow is vote and no - he paused between the words vote and 
no." | 

MR. WILLIAMSON: Thank you. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Do you have anything further ? : 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Mrs. Ebbs, Mr. Smith's questions 
on cross examination - you were asked something with reference to 
objections to an election, I believe. Do you remember what that was ? 
A. Yes, he asked whether that was the same meeting where they 
read the objections that were made by the Union. | 
Q. Did anyone read the objections to the election at that 


meeting? A. I don't know that he read them. He was saying some 


of the objections and they were laughing real loud. | 

Q. Who was this? A. Mr. Burnat. | 

Q. Do you remember anything that Mr. Burnat had to say 
about the Union's objections to the election? A. I don't remember 


off hand except the one about that we were being paid. I think that 
was the same time be brought that little item up. 

Q. Were you able to see Mr. Burnat himself while this was 
going on? A. I couldn't see him. I was clear at the back. 

= = * * 

MARY LEE BOWERS 
was recalled by General Counsel and further testified as follows: 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) What is your name, please, ma'am? 

A. Mary Lee Bowers. 

Q. Are you the same Mrs. Bowers who testified earlier today 
in the hearing? A. I am, yes. 

Q. Mrs. Bowers, do you know Mrs. Alice Ebbs? A. Yes, I 
do. 

Q. Have! you ever had occasion to have a conversation with 
any supervisor at Garland Mills on the subject of Mrs. Ebbs ? 
A. Well, he was the Assistant Plant Manager. 

Q. Who was that? A. Mr. Buffington. 

Q. Do you remember approximately when it was that this 
happened? A, June. 

Q. Of what year? A. 1966. 

Q. All right. How did you come to talk with Mr. Buffington on 
the subject of Mrs. Ebbs? A. Well, Mrs. Ebbs was our service 
girl and they had given some of the other service girls a raise and 


-hadn't givenherone, * * *, 


* * * * * 


THE WITNESS: Well, she told me that she was going to quit 
because she hadn't got a raise. 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Who was this, now? A. Mrs. Ebbs. 
She was a good service girl, so when Mr. Buffington came by I told 
him that she was going to quit because she hadn't gotten a raise. 


* * * ae 
THE WITNESS: And I told Mr. Buffington that she was going to 
quit because she didn't get a raise, and we went on to talk about 


what a good service girl she was and I said to him, I said, "You 


know, Alice would be a good supervisor. " And he said, "Yes, she 
would, if she wasn't on the wrong side of the fence.’ 

And so he went off and it wasn't long before he came back and 
took Alice off and talked to her. | 

MR. WILLIAMSON: No further questions. | 

Q. (By Mr. Handler) Do I understand your testimony to be 
that during this conversation Mr. Buffington remarked to you that 
Alice Ebbs was a good service girl? A. Yes, everybody knew that. 

Q. No, I just asked about Mr. Buffington? A. Yes. 


* * * *« 


REBECCA FRAZIER 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of General Counsel and, 
being first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 

* * cod * l * 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Mrs. Frazier, did you ever work for 
the Garland Knitting Mills? A. Yes, Ihave. 

Q. Is that here at Beaufort? A. Yes. 

Q. When did you first go to work there? A. I think it was 
December 29 of 1963. 

Q. Are you working there now? A. No, I'm not. 

Q. Can you tell us when you left out there? A. September 9, 
1966. | 

Q. During the time that you were out there working for the 


Company, Mrs. Frazier, did they ever have any Union eee 
among the ladies? A. Yes, they did. 
Q. Do you remember about when that was? A. Around 


February. 


Q. Of what year? A. 1966. 
Q. Now, did you do anything during that campaign? A. Yes. 
Q. Tell us what all you did? A. I had some cards signed and I 


was an organizer for the Union. 


Q. All right. You say you had some cards signed? A. Yes. 


Q. Can you tell us some of the places that you had cards signed? 
A. Oh, one was in the Pigley-Wigley Supermarket downtown on Port 
Republic Street. 

Q. The Pigley-Wigley Supermarket? A, That's right. 

Q. Is that in Beaufort? A. Yes. 

Q. When were you in the Pigley-Wigley Supermarket? 
A, Friday, February 25, 1966. 

Q. About what time of day? A. Oh, that was about 5:30, after 
work, 

Q. Had you worked that day? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. Can you name me some of the people that you got signed up 
down there at the Pigley-Wigley that day? A. Yes, some. 

Q. O.K. Kind of follow along slow so the Reporter can follow 
you, and try to name me as many people as you can that you signed 

up down there at the Pigley-Wigley. A. All right. Dorothy 
Alston, Emily Brown, Inez Frazier, Lula Mae Frazier, Gloria Hill, 
June Inabinet, Melvin Curtis Morgan, Catherine Milledge, Katherine 
Middleton, Catherine Smalls, Marguerite Smalls, Rachel Young - 
there are some more names I can't remember. 

_Q.. How about Freddie Mae Moultrie? A. She wasn't signed 

in the Pigley -Wigley. 

Q. How'about Janett Haygood? A. She wasn't signed in the 
Pigley-Wigley either. 

Q. Did you sign Freddie Moultrie? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. Where did that take place? A. At the plant during our 
lunch hour. 


Q. How about Janett Haygood? A. In my car on the way to 
town. | 

Q. Janie Mae Middleton? A. She was in the Pigley -Wigley. 

Q. How about Mary Lee Jackson? A. She was in my car at 
the lunch hour - I think it was the next Monday. ! 

Q. Christine Smalls? A. She was in the Pigley-Wigley. 

Q. How about Odessa Willis? A. She was in my car on the 
way to town. 

Q. Ruby Mae Wright? A. She was in the store down the 
street; she wasn't in the Pigley-Wigley - in the furniture store. 

Q. And the name of the furniture store? A. Morrall Furniture 


Store - Morrall Furniture Company. 

Q. Now, Mrs. Frazier, was there any reason why you picked 
the Pigley-Wigley that day to go down there? A. Well, most of the 
women from Garland on Friday afternoon has their shopping, and on 
this Friday afternoon my sister and me was in the Pigley -Wigley 
also shopping, so during that day, everybody there had already 
heard about - well, heard the rumors in the shop about the Union 
trying to get in, so I had cards, and on a couple of occasions I was 


asked for cards. I gave it to these people, they signed it in my 


presence and gave it back to me. 


* * * * 


FURTHER DIRECT EXAMINATION 


* * * * : a 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) I am showing you a document marked 
for identification General Counsel's Exhibit No. 157 and ask if you 
can identify that, please, ma'am? | 


(The document above referred to 
was marked General Counsel's 
Exhibit No. 157 for identification: ) 


A. Amembership card from June Inabinett, signed in the Pigley- 
Wigley and given back to me. 


Q. Who put the date on the card? A. She did. 


= x * 


FURTHER DIRECT EXAMINATION 
= x * * 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Mrs. Frazier, you were hired when ? 
A. On December 29, 1963. 

Q. When you were first hired, what kind of a job did you do 
out there at the Company? A. Well, when I first went to work out 

there they gave me a serger, a serging machine. During that 
period we were working only on knit fabrics. 

Q. At the time you were hired, had Garland moved into the 
present plant? A. Yes. 

Q. After you worked on the serging machine, did you ever do 
any other type of work for the Company? A. Well, I stayed to the 
serging for quite some time, but I was switched jobs, different 
types of jobs on the serger. 

Q. Outside of the serging, can you tell any other type of jobs 
that you had at the plant? A. No. 

Q. At the time you left there, what were you working at? 

A. Well, I was working on wool and I was a dart setter. 

Q. Is this also in relation to the serging department? A. No. 
This is done on the straight machine. 

Q. Do you remember when the election was out there? 

A. Yes. 

Q. When was that? A. Friday, May 13, 1966. 

Q. Allright. Prior to the election, did they have any meetings 
among the employees at the plant? A, Yes, they did, 

Q. Did you attend any of those meetings? A. Yes. 

Q. How long before the election was the first such meeting 
that you attended? A. I think the first meeting that I attended was 
about the last of April. 


Q. How did you come to go to that meeting? A. This was 
assembled in the cutting room and our supervisor told us to go to 
the cutting room, because Mr. Burnat wanted to talk to us. 

Q. Did you go to the cutting room? A. Yes. I take that back 
- it wasn't the cutting room - it was the cafeteria. | 

Q. How many employees were there? A. I was about half 
of the plant. | 

Q. Did anybody make atalk? A. Yes. | 

Q. Who was that? A. Mr. Burnat. : 

Q. Now, tell us anything you remember Mr. Burnat's saying on 
this date. A. I remember he introduced himself and the gentleman 
over there sitting next to Mr. Smith. | 

Q. Is that Mr. Kublin? A. Yes. And he made a comment that 
apparently the women were unhappy, and then he talked about the 

supervision and said that we could plainly see that he was going 
to start a clean up campaign or something or other and he was going 
to start from the office. He was referring to the fact that that 
week --- : 

MR. SMITH: Objection. I think she's supposed to say what he 
said. | 
MR. WILLIAMSON: We don't insist on what he was referring 

to. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Tell us everything that you recall that he 
said. | 

THE WITNESS: O. K. He said that he was going to have changes 
made in the supervision and that things was going to be better and he 
knew the supervision was lousy. He said that he was going to hire 
Negro supervisors and service girls, and they were SE: to run 
things here just like they did up home in Boston. 


Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Mrs. Frazier, at the time you were 
laid off who was your supervisor? A. Queen Ester Brown. 


Q. What race is Queen Ester Brown? A. Negro. 

Q. Do you know when Queen Ester Brown became the supervisor ? 
A. Yes. 

Q. When was that? A. Around the last of June. 

Q. At the time Queen Ester Brown became a supervisor in 
that department, how long had you been working in that department? 
A. Almost two years, I think. 

x = x * * 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Mrs. Frazier, directing your attention 
to the week itself of the election, did you have any meetings there 
that week? A. Yes. 

Q. How many such meetings did you attend that week? A, Two, 
as IrecalL 

Q. Do you remember when the first meeting that week occurred? 
A. I think it was on Tuesday. 

Q. How did you come to be there ? A. Our supervisor came 
over and said that Mr. Burnat wanted to talk to us in the cafeteria, 
in the cutting room. He wanted to talk to us in small groups, so 
that we could ask him questions, so we went in. 

Q. All right. Now, tell us how many people were there when 
you got there? A. I think about 20 or 25. 

Q. Tell us what happened at this meeting? A. We went in and 
he showed us some figures on a piece of paper which I didn't under- 


stand, about hiring more girls here and there, and someone asked 


the question about piece rate - why was piece rates so high. And he 
said at that time he couldn’t make any promise on the prices because 
it was against the law, I think because the election was so close. 

Q. Go ahead. A. And I can't recall off hand another one. 
There is more, but I’m a little vague on it. 

Q. Do you remember anything else about the piece rates? 
A. He said that any changes that was going to be made was going to 
be made for the better. 
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Q. Do you remember anything else? A. I can't recall just 


now. 

Q. Now, both these meetings which you testified to up to this 
point, Mrs. Frazier, or for that matter, all the meetings which you 
attended, were you paid during the time you attended them? A. Yes. 

Q. Mrs. Frazier, directing your attention to a period of time 
after the election, was there any change in your rate of pay? 

A. Yes. : 

Q. Do you remember approximately when that occurred? 

A. Around the first - I would say - about three weeks after the 
election. i 

Q. What change was made in your pay? A. Well, during the 
election, my pay was - I got paid $1.25 an hour and they were based 
on seniority, so my hourly rate became $1.40, but since I was a 
production maker, I would have to average $1.60 an hour 'to make 

production, so that would be $12.80 a day. 

Q. Mrs. Frazier, are you familiar with a booklet entitled 
‘your Job With Garland"? A. I read some article in it. 

Q. Prior to the election, did you ever have jury pay? 


* * * * 


THE WITNESS: No, sir. 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Was there any change made about 
jury pay after this booklet was issued? | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: How would she know? She never had any 
jury pay prior to the election. | 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Have you ever heard of a policy about 
jury pay out there? 

* * 

THE WITNESS: No. | 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Have they ever had a Christmas bonus 


out at the plant? A. Canned ham or turkey. 
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Q. Prior to the election, how much vacation did you get at the 


plant? A. Two - I only got two vacations since I was there, and last 
summer we only had one week. 

Q. What is that? A. The summer of 66 we had two weeks, 
and the summer prior to that we had one week. 

Q. Prior to the election, did you have a grievance procedure 
at the plant? A. I don't understand you. 

Q. Something whereby you would know who to go to make a 
complaint to if something was bothering you on the job? A. Prior 
to the election? 

Q. Yes. A. No. 

Q. Was there any change in that after the election? A. Yes. 

Q. What was that change? A. They had a Personnel Manager 
in the office that you could talk to. 

Q. Do you know how much life insurance you had prior to the 
election? A. No. 

Q. Do you know how much life insurance you had after the 
election? A. No, I didn’t even read the papers. 

Q, All right. Now, besides getting a lot of cards signed, Mrs. 
Frazier, what else did you do on behalf of the Union during this 

campaign ? A. Iwas on a committee. I went to Charleston one night 
to tape a TV program. 

Q. Were you present with Miss Cameron when she requested 
recognition from the Company? A. Yes. 

Q. Were there any other committee members present? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Can you name them, please? A. Dorene Crumley, Dorothy 
Walker, Julia Frazier, Evelyn Houston, Alice Ebbs, Ione Allen and 
Lucy Bork. 

Q. Who? A. Lucy Bork. 

Q. Is that Luch Bork? A. Bork - I don’t know. 
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Q. Was there a Mary Gregory present on that occasion? 

A. No, Mary didn't go into the office, with us. 

Q. Whatever became of Lucy Bork? A. To my knowledge, 
Lucy quit a couple of weeks before the election. : 

Q. Did you ever receive any warnings or reprimands ? A. No. 

Q. Either by word of mouth or a written warning? An No. 

Q. Were you on a production basis at the time you left, as to 
your pay? A. Yes. | 

Q. What, if anything, can you tell us about your production? 
A. Well, I made production everyday and I never got any complaints, 
and there was one occasion where there was an expert in the plant 
and I heard - he commented to Mrs. Webster and my supervisor, 
Queen Ester Brown, about my speed and my perfection in my work. 

Q. O.K. Let me ask you this: Did your employer ever post 


anything about production in the plant, the production of the em- 


ployees? A. No. | 

Q. Ma'am, was your daily production posted? A. Oh, yes. 

Q. Did you ever check any of those posted? A. Daily. 

Q. Did you ever have occasion to compare your production 
with that of other people in the department? A. Yes. — 

Q. How did you compare? A. About second to the highest. 

Q. About how often were these things posted? A. ‘There 
wasn't no pattern so you just checked everyday until they have a new 
rate, you know. | 

Q. All right. Now, when did you leave the plant? A. Sep- 
tember 9. 

Q. That particular day, what was the first you heats about 
leaving out there? A. At 4:20 that afternoon. 

Q. Allright. Tell us what happened? A, At 4:20 my super - 
visor, Queen Ester Brown, came over to my machine and she handed 


me a little slip with my name and my time clock on it, and she asked 
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me to go in to see Mr. Van Schyndel. Well, I was curious. I asked 
her what it was all about. She smiled at me and told me that I would 
find out when I get into the office. 
Q. Did you find out when you got in? A. Yes, I sure did, I 
went in along with - it could be from eleven to fifteen other women. 
Q. Did you recognize anybody in there? A. Yes. 
Q. Can you name me some of the people who were there ? 
A. One was Evelyn Houston and there was a few new employees. 


One little girl, her last name was Giles - I can’t remember the 


first name right now. 

- Q. You say new employees. What do you mean by that ? 
A. These girls had been working a few months. 

* Q. O.K Did you recognize anybody else. A. Oh, I think 
Sally Gooding was in there. 

" Q. Sally Gooding? A. Yes. 

Q. All right. Now, who made the announcement to your group? 
Ag Mr. Levin. 

@. And what was said? A. He and Mr. Van Schyndel walked 
out of Van Schyndel’s office and he said, "Girls, we are going to have 
to do a work cut back. We are going to have to let some of you: 
girls go. I'm sorry, and I know you are sorry, too.” He said, "Pat 
will pass you your checks.” And that was it. 

Q. Did you ask any questions? A. None. 

Q. Of these two gentlemen? A. No. 

Q. Let me ask you this, Mrs. Frazier. At the time you were 
let go, was there much work in your department? A. From what I 
observed there was. 

Q. Well, what did you observe about that? A. There was quite 
a few stacks of skirts. They stacked the skirts behind where I work 
because I am the second operator on the skirt, the second work that 
is done. There was quite a bit of work stacked back there. 


Q. How long would you estimate that it would have taken to 


get the number of skirts out of there -- 
MR. SMITH: Objection. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. She can answer if she knows. 
THE WITNESS: I couldn't give a positive answer, but if they 


didn't cut anymore, it would have lasted until about the end of the 

| 

| 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) The end of the next week? A. Yes. 


* * * * * 


next week. 


Q. (By Mr. Handler) Mrs. Frazier, do you know who the 
Union observers were at the Labor Board election? A. | Yes. 

Q. Who were they? A. Alice Ebbs and myself. | 

Q. Is Julia Frazier related to you? A. My sister. 

Q. You testified concerning a series of meetings which was 
held during the period immediately preceding the election. Are you 
able to think back in relation to that testimony and give the approxi- 
mate number of employees who were present at these meetings ? 

A. The last meeting? | 

Q. No, I think you testified there were a group -- A Twenty 
to Twenty-five. | 

* *x 

CROSS EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) Did you say Julia Frazier was your sister 
or your sister-in-law? <A. My sister. : 

Q. Who are the people again that were with you and Miss 
Cameron when you went to the plant on March 7? A. The staff 
members were Spurgeon Griggs, Sam Shirah, the organizing com- 


mittee was Dorothy Walker, Dorene Crumley, Alice Ebbs, Julia 

| 

| 

Q. Where was Mary Gregory then? A. Standing in front of 


Frazier, Evelyn Houston, Ione Allen and Lucy Bork. 


the door on the line - apparently she was waiting for a ride. 


MR, SMITH: I move the last be stricken. Where was she 
standing ? 

THE WITNESS: There is a walkway - you are familiar with 
that - well, she was standing on the outside near the walkway outside. 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) That is out the door? A. Yes. 

Q. How many weeks of vacation did you have in 1966? A. We 
had two weeks, I think - wait a minute - let me see, '66. 

Q. Try not to think, Try to know. 

MR. HANDLER: That's an objectionable statement. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

THE WITNESS: Wait a minute. The summer of '66 we had one 
week. The summer previous to that I had two weeks. I know that 
for a fact. 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) In 1965 you had two weeks? A. Yes. 

Q. And in 1966 you had one week? A. One week. 

Q. What about 1964? A. I forgot about that year. I am pretty 
sure I had two weeks. 

Q. Have you ever served ona jury? A. No. 

Q. Do you recall how many meetings Mr. Burnat spoke at? 

A. No. He spoke at all the ones I was to. 

Q. He spoke at all the ones, but you don’t know how many 
meetings? A. I recall three. 

Q. Three? A. Yes. 

* * * 

ARNOLD M., KUBLIN 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of General Counsel and, 


being first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 
* * * * * 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 
Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Mr. Kublin, for whom do you work? 
A. The Garland Corporation. 


Q. You refer to the Garland Corporation. Where i is that 
located? A. Brocton, Massachusetts. | 

Q. Is that the owner of the local Beaufort Plant? A Yes. 

Q. What position do you hold with the Garland Corporation? 
A. Iam the Assistant to the President. 

Q. Do you have any relation to personnel at the plant? 

A. Relation? | 
The hiring? Q. In what respect? | 
The hiring and discharge of the employees? A. At this 
Yes. A. No, Ihave no direct. 
Directing your attention to September 9 of last year - 

MR. WILLIAMSON: Now, Mr. Examiner, right now I move to 
be allowed to examine Mr. Kublin as a witness under Rule 43(b), as 
a managing agent of Respondent. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: It will be permitted. 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Mr. Kublin, directing your} attention 
to September 9, 1966 last year, do you know how many people were 
laid off that day at the local Garland Plant? A. No, I would have no 
exact knowledge of this information. It is not a detail which Iam 
directly connected with as a daily routine, as it were. 

Q. Subsequent to September 9, do you know how many people 
were laid off at the local mill at any time since -- A. No, I would 
have no specific recollection of numbers at a given plant, as my 


duties involve me in all Garland's locations. 


Q. How many plants does the Garland Corporation have 
altogether? A. Three manufacturing operations and a warehouse 
and distribution center in Brockton. There was a general lay-off 

during this entire period of time which I was involved in to the 
extent in a coordinated program with production and as dictated by 


production requirements. I was involved in it, but I couldn't give 


you specific information from recollection. 

I do have available records indicating the number of people 
that were separated or on the rolls, as it were, of the various 
locations this past fall 

Q. Do you have those records available here today? A. I 
believe that they are available. 

Q. Could you look at those records and tell me how many 
people were laid off on September 9, 1966 at the Garland Plant at 
Beaufort, South Carolina? A. No, the records that I do have 
available here indicate the number of employees on the rolls of 
each of the Garland locations as of the first of the month, for a 
13 month period covering January 1966 through January 1967, 

Q. All right, sir. Directing your attention to September 1, 
1966 at the Beaufort location, what is the number of employees that 
were present in the plant at that time? A. On September 1 in the 
Beaufort Plant, there were 342 people on the roll. 

Q. And for October 1, 1966? A. Three hundred and five. 

Q. November 1? A. One hundred and eighty. 

Q. December 1? A. One hundred and sixty-one. 

Q. Do you have the figures for January 1, 1967? A. Ihave 
the figure of 97. 

x x * * * 

Q. Can you tell me how many people are working out at the 
Garland Plant here at Beaufort now? A. Approximately 220. 

Q. Now, the last figure that you gave off of your list there, I 
believe, was for January 1? A, That is correct. 

Q. And that was a figure of 97 employees? A. That is 
correct. 

Q. Do you know when the figure began to go up? A. I would 
say it was approximately the first of March before there was any 
significant change. There may have been 20 or 30 operators called 


back over a two-months' period of time, but I would say it was 
about the first of March before there was any significant change. 

Q. Do you have any records for the period February 1? 

A. Ihave no records here. | 

Q. Are those records available? A. The records tae be 
available, and that figure of 240 I gave you - there are still some 
51 people on lay-off as of this week. 

Q. It isa fair statement to say, however, that since » January 1, 
about 140 people have been hired at the local plant? A. You used 
the word “hired"; they were recalls, people who had been previously 
laid off. | 

Q. During this interval have you hired any new employees 
that have never worked for Garland before? A. There may have 
been a few individuals hired for a special type job, such as working 
in the cutting room or shipping and/or receiving, in those areas. 

Q. What special type of job in the cutting room? A. Cutting 
as a skill, as it were, something that is acquired over a period of 


time. These are individuals who are experienced in that type of 
| 


Q. Who is the plant manager? A. Mr. Levin, Mr. Martin 


work, that primarily, but I am not the plant manager. 


Levin. 

Q. Mr. Kublin, since January 1 of this year, have you had any 
employees coming back to work off of pregnancy leaves at the local 
plant? A. I couldn't answer that question. I don't know. Again, I 


repeat, I am not involved in the day-to-day operation of personnel 


work in the plant. 

Q. Do your personnel records, to your knowledge, reflect 
whether or not the people have been on pregnancy leave when they 
are recalled? A. They should. | 

Q. Are these records available here at the plant? ‘A. Yes. 


* * * * * 


CROSS EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) Mr. Kublin, I believe you testified that 
this bears the first of the month employment figures at the several 
plants which are owned by Garland Corporation? A. That is 
correct. 

MR. SMITH: I would offer this into evidence at this time as 
Respondent’s Exhibit No. 17. 

=x = * * 

FURTHER CROSS EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) Mr. Kublin, did anything unusual happen 
in the sportswear industry during 1966? A. Very unusual. It was 
probably one of the worst years in recent memory. 

Q. Was that situation particular to Garland Corporation and 
its subsidiaries or was that general over the industry? A. No, 
this was not a Garland Corporation problem alone, it was an 
industry problem. 


x * 


DORENE CRUMLEY 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of General Counsel and, 


being first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 


* * * x" * 


DIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Mrs. Crumley, did you ever work 
for Garland Knitting Mills here at Beaufort? A. Yes, I have. 

Q. When did you go to work for them? A, On April 19, 1965. 

Q. Are you working there now? A. No, I’m not. 

Q. When did you leave there? A. On September 9, 1966. 

Q. Mrs. Crumley, during the time you worked there, was 
there a union campaign among the ladies? A. Yes, there was. 

Q. Can you tell us approximately when that campaign was ? 
A. Around the end of February. 


Q. What year? A. 1966. | 
Q. Did you do anything during that campaign? A. | Yes, I was 
a member of the organizing committee and I helped some of the 


organizers visit people. 

Q. Where would you visit people? A. At their homes on 
weekends. 

Q. Did you get any employees signed up for the Union? 
A. Yes, I did. | 

Q. Could you give me the names of the people you signed up? 
A. Yes. There was Verona Lawson and Ruby Jones. _ 

Q. Where did you see Verona Lawson? A. She asked me for 
a card at work. | 

Q. And how about Ruby Mae Jones? A. I gave het a card at 
work. 


* * *« * 


FURTHER DIRECT EXAMINATION 
*x * * * * 
| 
Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Mrs..Crumley, I show you General 
Counsel's Exhibit No. 17 and ask you, please, ma'am, if you have 
ever seen that card before? A. Yes, I have. 


Q. Under what circumstances have you seen it? A. Mary 
| 


| 
Q. Whois Mary Gregory? A. She was on the union com- 


mittee at one time. | 
Q. All right. She asked you to turn it in. What did you do? 


Gregory gave me this card and asked me to turn it in. 


A. I took it home with me and turned it in to Jerry Tucker and Mr. 
Burl Robinson. 

Q. Burl Robinson? A. Right. 

Q. Who are they? A. They are both union organizers. 

Q. Do you remember when you gave it to Mr. Tucker and Mr. 
Robinson? A. It was before we went into the office to ask for 


recognition. 
| 
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Q. And do you know what day that was, what date? A. No, I 
don't. 

Q. Would March 7, 1966 -- A. Oh, yes, March 7, that’s what 
you mean. 

Q. Now, Mrs. Crumley, you testified that you started to work 
at this company in April 1965? A. Yes. 

Q. Could you tell us some of the jobs that you have done at 


this company during the time that you were employed there? 

When I first started I worked on the serging machine, and I 
serged the zipper plaques, and then I serviced for about six weeks, 
and then I went to a straight sewing machine and the front and back 
seam linings in pants, and then I did darts in the linings for the 
pants, and then we changed from pants to skirts and I serged the 
seams on the skirts before they were sewn together. 

And then they changed not to serge them anymore, but to pink 
them instead, and then I went to doing darts on skirts and linings. 

Q. You mentioned at one point that you serviced for a while, 
what does that mean? A. I was a service girl for about six weeks. 

Q. Now, Mrs. Crumley, have they ever had an election out 
there at the plant? A. Yes, we did. 

Q. Do you remember when that was? A. On the 13th of May 
1966. 

Q. What day of the week was that? A. On Friday. 

Q. Directing your attention to that entire week, did you have 
any meetings among the employees at the plant? A. Yes, we had 
two meetings, the first one was on Tuesday in the afternoon and 
the other one was on Thursday in the morning. 

Q. All right. Now, directing your attention to, I believe you 
stated, the Tuesday meeting - tell us how you came to get to that 
meeting. A. |My supervisor told us to go into the cutting room, in 
the cafeteria. 


Q. About how many people were there at that a A. From 


25 to 30. 
Q. Did anyone speak at this meeting? A. Yes, vs Burnat 


spoke. 

Q. Were you paid for the time that you were in the meeting ? 
A. Well, I asked specifically about this, and he said that we would 
be paid our average hourly wage, rather than just our base pay. 

Q. Do you remember anything that Mr. Burnat had to say at 
this meeting? A. Well, he threw it open for questions and answers 
and one lady asked him about rates, and he said he couldn't promise 
how much but that the rates would be changed on the 16th of May, 
starting on the 16th of May, because he knew that many of them 

were not right. And I asked him about overtime on Saturdays 
which is considered to be the first day of the week. 

Q. You say Saturday isthe first day of the week. The first 
day of what week? A. Of the pay period. And before, if we did not 
put in 40 hours, for any reason, we didn't get our ase if we 
worked on Saturdays. 

Q. Now, would you describe that situation a little bit more 
closely for us. You say if you put in 40 hours - anything beyond 40 
hours was overtime? A. Yes. If I were to work on Saturdays and 
then either be sick or laid off, say, the following Friday, I had only 
put in 40 hours and would not receive time and a half for the Saturday. 

Q. What, if anything, did Mr. Burnat have to say about this? 

A. He said that if we were laid off for lack of work or something 
of the Company's fault, that we would receive time and a half for 


Saturdays whether we put in over 40 hours or not. 
Q. Now, let me ask you this, Miss Crumley, prior to this time 
here in the meeting with Mr. Burnat, had you ever had occasion to 
work on a Saturday without getting 40 hours in during the succeeding" 
week? A. Yes. | 
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Q. Were you paid time and a half for that Saturday? A. No, 
I was not. 

Q. Did you attend a meeting at the company the day before the 
election? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. About how many employees were at that meeting? A. About 
half the plant, about 150, 

Q. Did anyone speak at this meeting? A. Mr. Burnat spoke. 


Q. Do you remember anything that he had to say at the meeting? 
A. Well, he told us that we should vote and he said that we should 
give him another chance because he knew that he had made several 
mistakes. He told us that he didn’t know what had been happening in 
Beaufort for the last three years. He told us to vote and he said for 
us to cast a vote and to vote no. He wore a Garland tag on the 
pocket of his shirt and said that somebody had pinned it on, and he 


said that this was to show which side he was on. 

Q. Do you remember anything else that he had to say at that 
time? A. Not right now. 

Q. What did you do after the talk by Mr. Burnat? A. We went 
back to our sewing machines. 

Q. Were you paid for the time you spent at that talk? A. I 

believe so. 

Q. You say you went back to your machines. Did anything 
happen after you got back there? A. Yes. Several supervisors 
were passing out these Garland tags like the one Mr. Burnat had 
wore. 

Q. Do you remember the names of any of these supervisors? 
A. Yes. My supervisor was named Helen Smith, and I saw several 
other supervisors. 

Q. Did you see, in the plant, that Helen Smith was doing this? 
A. Yes, she was in the section where she was a supervisor. 

Q. Now, Mrs. Crumley, do you know a Dorothy Walker ? 

A. Yes, Ido. 


Q. Is Mrs. Walker present here in the Court today ? A. Yes, 
she is. | 
Q. Did you have anything to do with Mrs. Walker's signing a 


union card? A. Yes, I did. I gave her one. 
Q. Do you happen to know of your own knowledge the date Mrs. 
Walker signed the card? A. I believe it was the 23rd, 
Q. Of what? A. Of February. | 
Q. Of what year? A. 1966. 
Q. Now, where was Mrs. Walker in the plant in relation to 
you? A. Well, when we first started our campaign, before that 
weekend, she sat right behind me. There was another pants line 
alongside of us and she was in that line, but she was sitting right 
behind me. 
Q. Have you ever heard any company supervisor and Mrs. 
Walker having a conversation around that time? A. Yes, I did, 
Q. Do you remember what date that was? A. It was the day 
after Dorothy signed the card and gave it to me. 


Q. Now, who was the supervisor involved? A. Estelle 
Rutledge. | 

Q. Tell us what you heard between Mrs. Rutledge and Mrs. 
Walker on that occasion? A. Estelle asked her not to sign anything 
that had to do with the Union. 

Q. Did you ever have any conversation with Mrs. Rutledge 
yourself? A. Yes, later that day she told me not to talk to 
Dorothy anymore, and she moved Dorothy's machine away. 

Q. Now, Mrs. Crumley, you were a member of the union's 
organizing committee? A. Yes. | 

Q. Were you present when - with Miss Cameron the day 
recognition was requested? A. Yes. 

Q.. Directing your attention to the last six months of your em- 
ployment, what was your job at that time? A. I sewed darts in 
linings and skirts. 


Q. Who was your supervisor? A. Helen Smith was my super- 
visor until the end of July, and then it was Mary Parker. 

Q. Did you ever have any conversation with Mary Parker about 
your work? A. Yes, I asked her several times just how I was doing, 
the quality and the production, and she told me that my work was 
very good. She asked me to fix other peoples’ work that was wrong, 
and she asked me to keep an eye on the people who did the work 
previous to mine and tell her when any of it was bad, 

Q. Did the company ever post any notice concerning pro- 
duction of employees in the plant? A. Yes. They had a work sheet 
posted on the bulletin board and that showed the percentages that 
each of the operators had done during the day. 

Q. Were you on a piece rate basis? A. Yes, I was. 

Q. And was your pay determined, to some extent, by your 

- production? A, Yes. 

Q. Did you ever have occasion to check the posted production 
records of the Company? A. I checked them everyday. 

Q. Did you ever compare yourself with the other posted 
records of the other girls in your department? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. In general, can you tell us how you compared? A, I 
believe that I was the top producer in the section, 

Q. In what period of time would this be true? A. For most 
of the time, depending on whatever operation I was on, but most of 
the time, just the last four or five months that I worked there. 

Q. Now, Mrs. Crumley, you testified you left out there 
September 9, last year? A. Yes. 

Q. When did you first hear that day anything about leaving the 
employ of the company? A. It was just a little past a quarter past 
four. 

Q. And what happened at that time? A. My supervisor, Mary 


Parker, gave me a slip of paper and I did not read it, and she told 


me to go directly to the office. 


Q. Did you go to the office? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. Was there anyone else there at that time? A. There were 
several girls in there already, and then Alice Ebbs and Eartha Lee. 
Mervin came in afterwards. 

Q. About how many girls were there overall, would you say? 
A, I would say around 15. 

Q. Allright. After you girls got there, what, if aire 
happened? A. Mr. Levin and Mr. Van Schyndel came out of Mr. 
Van Schyndel's office and Mr. Levin thanked us for working for 
him, but said that it was necessary to cut back on production and 
that we were being laid off for lack of work. And then he told us 
that we were being let go and that our checks were ready. He told 
us nothing about checking back to see about work, And then, well, 
Alice Ebbs and I went over to talk to Mr. Van Schyndel. 

Q. All right. Now, first of all, let me ask you this: What, if 
anything, did you and Mr. Van Schyndel have to say to each other ? 
A. Lasked him why I was being laid off and he said that there was 
no reason in particular that he could give us that each person was 
being laid off for a personal reason, I guess, I don't know; he said 


that there were several factors involved in choosing = person 
and that he couldn't say what they were. 
I told him that there were several people in my section that 


could not make production doing the same operations that I did. 
And he said that made no difference whatsoever, that making over 
production or good quality work had nothing to do with staying on. 

And I asked him if didn't my making over production help the 
company, and he said, well, yes it did. And then Alice Ebbs asked 
him several questions along the same line as to why she was being 
laid off, and he told her the same thing, there were several factors 
involved, that he couldn't tell which ones. 

And she told him that she had been training service eis! and 
he said, well, that was just part of her job. 


Q. Did anything else happen there with Mr. Van Schyndel? 

A. Yes. I asked him what I was supposed to tell the people at the 
Employment office when I went down for unemployment, and I asked 
him if we were fired, and he said, "Yes." And then he changed his 
mind, and said, no, that we were being laid off for lack of work. 

Q. Mrs. Crumley, directing your attention to the period of 
time after the election, did the company have any meetings of the 
employees during that time? A. Yes, we had two that I can 
remember. 

Q. Do you remember the occasion of each of these meetings ? 
A. Yes. The first one was at the end of May, and this was when 

the objections to the election had been filed, and Mr. Burnat 
called us in to the cafeteria and told us about them. 

Q. Do you remember the occasion of the second meeting? 


A. Yes, that was toward the end of June when the election had been 


set aside. 

Q. With reference to that second meeting, do you remember 
anything that Mr. Burnat had to say there that day? A. Well, he 
told us that the election had been set aside. He said that the same 
old bunch, I presume meaning the union people --- 

Q. You can’t testify about what you presume now. A. Would 
be around again asking to have people sign the union cards. He told 
them that we had been getting paid by the union, that each person 
there was supposed to ask themself what was in it for us, why we 
were doing what we were doing. 

He said that we had refused to answer at the hearing before 
whether we had been paid by the union or not. 

Q. Do you remember anything else he had to say? A. I can't 
remember anything after that. 

Q. Mrs. Crumley, prior to your experience there on September 
9, had you been laid off with reason given as lack of work at any 
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time prior to that? A. Maybe for half a day, never for any length 
of time. 

Q. Mrs. Crumley, did you hear the testimony of Mrs. Rebecca 
Frazier here today? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. Do you remember Mrs. Frazier testifying about two 
vacations in the year 1965? A. Yes, I do. 

Q. Are you familiar with that situation? A. Yes, that was 
right after I went out to work there. We had a regular vacation 
over the week of the Fourth of July, and we came back’ to work on 
Monday, and sometime that afternoon the air conditioning broke 
down and they knew that it was going to be a long deal to get it fixed 


again, so we were laid off for that week. 
Did you receive pay during that lay off? A. No, we didn't. 
Did you have any other vacation that year during 1965? 


What about the year 1966? A. We had one week, or at least 


Did you get a Christmas bonus this last Christmas? A. No. 
Were you invited to the Christmas party out at the plant? 
A. No, I was not. | 
Q. Is your insurance still in force? A. No. | 
Q. Do you know when it lapsed? A. I believe somewhere 
toward the end of October. | 
Q. What year? A, In 1966. I received notification by mail. 
Q. Who sent you that notification? A. Blue Cross, Blue 


Shield. 
* 


Court Room, Second Floor 
Marine Corps Air Station 
Beaufort, South Carolina 
Tuesday, April 4, 1967 
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JAMES BUFFINGTON 
was called as a witness by andon behalf of resp-ndent and, being first 
duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Give us your name and address, please. 
THE WITNESS: James Buffington, Austin Circle, Thomson, Georgia. 


DIRECT EXAMINATION 
. (By Mr. Smith) Mr. Buffington, where are you employed? 

A. Garland Knitting Mills of Warrenton, Georgia. 

Q. What is your position there? A. Manager of the plant. 

Q. Have you ever been employed at Garland Knitting Mills of 
Beaufort, South Carolina? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. For what period of time? A. Approximately three years. 

Q. What was your position at Garland Knitting Mills of Beaufort, 
South Carolina? A. Assistant Manager. 

Q. Who was the manager during that time? A. Mr. Glenn Carter. 

Q. Do you know whether or not he is presently employed with 
Garland Knitting Mills? A. He is not, 

Q. Do you know an Alice Ebbs? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Do you know a Mary Lee Bowers? A. Yes, sir. 
,> @. What job position did Alice Ebbs hold while you were at Garland 
Knitting Mills of Beaufort? A. She was a service girl. 

Q. Do you know when she was employed? A. Approximately a year. 
She came in 1965. 

Q. Do you recall the month in 1965? A. No, I do not. 

Q. Now, what was her work? A. She moved the bundles from 
operation to operation. As a girl finished a bundle, she would give it to 
the next operator. 
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Q. What is that called? A. Service girl is what it is. She 
serviced the operators. . 
Q. And is that what service girls do, move bundles? A. Right. 
Q. Do they have any other duties? A. To get the necessities that 
a girl may need, such as zippers or seam binding or so on and so forth. 
Q. Do you have any training program for service girls? 
A. No, we do not. | 
Q. Approximately what length of time does it take to train or 
instruct a service girl inher duties? A. Normally, two or three 
days — a girl should be able to take care of it. 
Q. All right. Did you ever have a discussion having to do with 
wage or wage raise with Alice Ebbs? A. Yes, I did. | 
Q. Do you recall about when that was? A. It was the last of 
May 1966. | 
Q. Would you please tell what that discussion encompassed? 
A. Mary Lee Bowers mentioned to me that Alice was dissatisfied with 


her pay rate. 

Q. Where did this occur? A. On the floor, right at Mary Lee 
Bowers' machine. | 

Q. Allright. Go ahead. A. I don't recall if I went to Alice and 
asked her if she had a problem or whether Alice came to me, but any- 
way the discussion started at the machine and Mary Lee could overhear 
what we were saying. And in turn, she thought that she should have 
gotten the same amount of pay as the others. : 

Q. Who? A. Alice. | 

Q. Did she say this? A. Yes. 

Q. Allright. Goahead. A. Her rate of pay at that time was 
$1.45 a hour. The other service girls were making $1.55. | 
Q. Why was there a difference? A. Due to their Longevity. The 


other girls had been with the Company longer than Alice had, so they 


fell in a different category. 
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Q. All right. Was there any break off time of employment which 
made this difference? A. Yes. Within two months, Alice would have 
went to $1.55. 

Q. Would that have been the anniversary of her employment ? 
Would that two months have completed a year of her employment? 

A. Right. 

Q. Goahead. A. And she said that she was doing the same work 
as the other girls were doing and she thought she deserved the same 
amount of pay. 

I told her that I would talk to Mr. Levin who was the Plant Manager 
at that time in Beaufort, and see what I could do. 

In turn I talked to Mr. Levin and we decided to go ahead and give 
Alice the 10 cents an hour raise, because she was doing the same job 
the other service girls were doing. At that time I went back and told 
Alice that we were giving her the ten cents an hour raise, and she was 

happy, and that's all I know. 

Q. Did you ever have a discussion with Mary Lee Bowers with 
reference to the qualifications of the supervisory status of Alice Ebbs ? 
A. No, I did not. 

Q. Did you ever have any further discussion subsequent to this 
time with Mary Lee Bowers pertinent to Alice Ebbs? A. No, I did 
not. 

Q. During your time as Assistant Plant Manager, did you have 
an opportunity to observe the work of Alice Ebbs? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. Did you have the opportunity to observe the work of other 
service girls? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. How did Alice Ebbs’ work compare with that of the other 
service girls? A. It was as good as any of them. 

Q. Did you ever tell Mary Lee Bowers that Alice Ebbs would be 
a good supervisor if she was not on the wrong side of the fence ? 

A. No, I did not. 
MR. SMITH: Your witness. 
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CROSS EXAMINATION 
Q. (By Mr. Williamson) 


* * ~ * 


Q. Now, this discussion — did you have any discussion with Mrs. 
Ebbs about a wage increase, is that correct? A. What? 

Q. About a wage increase with Mrs. Ebbs? A. Right. 

Q. And she threatened to go elsewhere if she didn't get the 
same as the other girls were getting? A. Well, now, this is what 
Mary Bowers said. She didn't say this. Mrs. Ebbs didn't say this. 

Q. Mrs. Bowers had conveyed this to you? A. She had con- 
veyed it to me, right. | 

Q. Did you convey that statement to — who was the gputleman 


you talked to about the raise? A. Mr. Levin. 


Q. Did you relay that statement tohim? A. Correct. 


Q. Now, I believe you stated at that time that some SoeTe girls 
were making $1.55? A. Right. | 

Q. Was that a relatively new thing at that time? Bad they just 
gone to that ? | 

A. Right. 

Q. What date would that be? A. We set up a new pay scale — 
I don't know just the day it was. It was sometime the third week in 
May, I believe. | 

Q. Around that same time, were there any other changes in the 
benefits given employees at Beaufort ? | 
MR. SMITH: Objection. Beyond the scope of the direct examina- 
tion. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. | 

THE WITNESS: Ask the question again, please. 
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Q. (By Mr. Williamson) At the time the service girls went to 
$1.55, were there any other benefits at that time that accrued to em- 
ployees at Beaufort? A. Yes. 

Q. Can you name me some of those? A. We changed our piece 
rate structure. 

Q. What? A. We changed our piece rate structure. 

Q. Allright. Anything else? A. We set up a pay scale for the 
entire plant and put people in different categories due to their longevity. 

Q. Did this new pay scale that you set up, did that result ina 
decrease in pay for anyone? A. Yes. 

Q. It did? A. Yes. 

Q. Who? A. It included the cutters, the spreaders, the service 
girls, the entire plant - anyone that wasn't on piece rates. 

Q. Excuse me now, I’m not sure you understood my question. 

Did your new pay scale result in anyone’s pay going down? 

A. No. No. I'm sorry. I misunderstood you. 

Q. It did, however, result in a pay increase for a number of dif- 
ferent categories of employees? A. Yes. 

Q. Can you name me some of those categories? A. Cutters, 
spreaders, service girls, bundle girls. 

Q. Bundle girls? A. Right. 

Q. Are there any other categories ? 

All right, besides piece rates, and a new pay scale, I take it, 
for people who were not on piece rates, were there any benefits accrued 
to employees at thistime? A. If it did, I don't recall it. I don't 
think so. 

Q. Could you describe for us, sir, what you did with the piece 
rates ? 

In what fashion were they changed? A. Our piece rates at that 


time were based on $1.40 a hour. We are now basing the piece rates on 
$1.60 an hour. 
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Q. Then that change was made about when? A. Atithe same 


time. 


Q. That being approximately June 1, 1966? A. Right. Between 
the third week in May and the first week in June. 


* * x 


* 
| 
SHIRLEY LINDSEY ! 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of Respondent and, first affirm- 
| 
ing that her testimony will be truthful, was examined and testified as 


follows: 


DIRECT EXAMINATION 
Q. (By Mr. Smith) Mrs. Lindsey, are you employed at Garland 
Knitting Mills at Beaufort, South Carolina? A. Yes. 
Q. How long have you been employed there? A. it will be three 


years in August, August 17. 


| 
| 
* * * | * 
| 
| 


Q. Who is your supervisor? A. Estelle Rutledge. 

Q. How long has she been your supervisor? A. For about almost 
three years. | 

Q. Did Mrs. Rutland ever at any time offer you a Garland hand 
tag? 

* 


A. No. | 
Q. Did you ever see Mrs. Rutland give or offer anyone a Garland 


hand tag to wear? A. No. 
Q. At any time? A. No. 
Q. Did you ever see Mrs. Rutland - are you familiar with a ''Vote 


No" sign? A. Yes. 
Q. What is that, a bumper sticker? A. It is something like a 
sticker they had on - they even had the Garland tags on. | 
Q. Who had them on? A. Some of the supervisors. 
Q. Did you ever see Mrs. Rutland offer or give a "Vote No" sticker 


or signto anyone? A. No. 
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Q. Do you recall the week before the election? A. Yes. 

Q. You'were working there? A. Yes, I was working there at 
the time. 

* * 

JESSIE MAE SAUNDERS 
was called as'a witness by and on behalf of Respondent and, being first 
duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows ? 

x * * * 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) Are you employed at Garland Knitting Mills 
of Beaufort, South Carolina? A. Yes. 

Q. How long have you been employed there? A. Two and a half 
years. 

Q. Two and ahalf years? A. Yes. 

Q. Do you recall the election last year between the Union and the 
Company? A. Yes. 

Q. You were working at that time? A. Yes, I was. 

Q. Whois your supervisor? A. Now? 

Q. Yes. A. Queen Esther Brown. 

Q. All right. Who was your supervisor last year during the time 
the election was being held and before that? A. Helen Smith and Tosha 
Kurtz. 

Q. Helen Smith? A. Yes. 

Q. And Tosha Kurtz? A. Yes. 

Q. Is that Toshika Kurtz, do you know? Do you know of her ? 

A. No, I don't. 

Q. Do you know a Mrs. Bertha Miller? A. Yes, Ido. 

Q. Do you know where she is now? Is she employed at Garland 
now? A. No, sir. 

Q. All right. Do you know a Sarah Hamilton? A. Yes, Ido. 

Q. Did Helen Smith ever speak to you, saying that you were going 


to get a pay raise whether you voted for the Union or not? A. No, she 
didn’. 
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Q. Did you ever hear Helen Smith say that to Bertha Miller? 
A. No, I didn't. 
Q. Did you ever hear Helen Smith say that to any person? 
A. No. 
Q. Did Bertha Miller ever speak to you with respect) to any com- 
ment made to her along that line? A. No, she didn't. 
* * * a 
JULIA DORTCH 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of Respondent ail being first 


duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows ? 


* * * * 


DIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) Mrs. Dortch, are you an employee of Garland 
Knitting Mills of Beaufort, South Carolina? A. Yes, Iam, 
Q. How long have you been employed there? A. It will be three 


years the 14th of May. 
Q. Don’t you have a son who is a Captain in the Air Force? 
A. Inthe Army. 
. Inthe Army? A. Yes. | 


. And another ope.who is a student at Howard University. 


. And I believe you have a daughter who is a registered nurse ? 
. Yes, a graduate of Dillard University in New Orleans. 
. I believe you have another son who is in business and makes 
money? A. Yes, manager of a chemical plant. | 
Q. Mrs. Dortch, did you hear talks made by Mr. Edward Burnat 
prior to the election? A. Yes, I did. | 
Q. Do you recall how many talks he made? A. As well as Ican 
remember, he made three speeches, and one, in fact, he divided the 
groups, the employees, into smaller groups in erder that we would be 
able to ask questions individually. 
Q. At these speeches, how many people were assembled at those ? 


A. Well, all the employees. 
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Q. Now, do you recall the general content of the first talk that 
Mr. Burnat made? A. Yes, not word for word, but the sense of it. He 
expressed his regret in learning of the unrest that was among the 
employees, and he said that he knew that he had neglected not coming 
down and looking after the plant. He had assumed that everything 
was going on just all right, and he was sorry about the employees being 
discontented. 

Q. Was anything further said at that meeting? A. Well, he said 
that in the near future that he would have the plant supervised as the 
plants in Brockton, in Massachusetts. 

Q. Would have it supervised? A. Yes. 

Q. Did/he mention a Mr. Levin at that time? A. Yes, he said 
that he would have a plant manager and a personnel manager, and he 
would bring Mr. Levin and Mr. Van Schyndel down. 

Q. Anddidhedoso? A. Yes, he did. 

Q. They were there prior to the election? A. Yes. 

Q. At the second meeting, do you recall about when that was ? 

A. No, I can’t remember the date very well, but it was shortly after- 
wards. Seemingly, the employees were unhappy about the supervision 
and about the supervisors, so at that meeting he said that he would 
select people who were qualified and that they would be given the proper 
training in order to have proper supervision. That was at the second 
meeting. 

Q. That was the second meeting? A. Yes. 

Q. Was there anything discussed at that particular meeting, the 

second meeting? A. I don’t remember if it was. 

Q. All right. Do you recall a question and answer period - did 


you attend the question and answer session? A. Yes. We were divided 


into groups and I attended the group that went out of my division which 
was the pinkers and the dart girls, etc. 

Q. About how many of the girls, of you were there ? Do you know? 
A. Not the exact number, I can’t remember, but it was approximately 
13 or 14. 
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Q. Was a Julia Frazier inthat group? A. Yes, she was. 


Q. Was there a Rebecca Frazier in that group? A. Yes. 
Q. Were questions asked of Mr. Burnat during that time by the 
employees? A. Yes. That's what the meeting was for, to ask ques- 


tions and he answered them according - he tried to explain the best he 
| 
| 
Q. Did Julia Frazier ask any questions? A. Yes. 


could. 


Q. Did Rebecca Frazier ask any questions? A. Yes, she asked 
questions. | 

Q. With respect to the questions asked, about what percentage 
were asked by those two girls? A. Practically all of the questions. 

Q. Do you recall any of the questions asked by SERS one of 
them? A. Yes, I can recall some of them, about the supervisors and 
whether or not they were qualified. | 

Q. No. Could you tell me what the question was ? Try to tell me 
as best you can remember what some of those questions were that were 

asked of Mr. Burnat? A. That were asked of Mr. Burnat ? 

Q. Yes. A. Well, one of the girls asked why they a not have 
colored supervisors or colored service girls. 

Q. Do you recall who asked that question? A. I think Julia asked 
that. 

Q. Do you recall Mr. Burnat's answer? A. Yes, ie 

Q. What was his answer? A. He said that he would select people 
who were qualified and that they would be trained, and that anybody that 
was qualified or that was eligible would be selected. : 

Q. Do you recall any other questions which were asked ? A. Yes, 
some of the others that were asked were pertaining to the production 
and the rates, etc. I think he had a blackboard there and he tried to 

demonstrate the production or the rates. I wasn't too interested 
in how it was coming out, and they asked, too, would there be a raise 
in the percentage, and he said he couldn't tell them anything, he just 
couldn't say anything as of that time. 
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Q. All right. Do you recall any other questions or does that 
about sum it up? A. That about sums up the meeting. We only had 
a few minutes. 

Q. Did you recall the last meeting? A. Yes. 

Q. When did that occur? A. The morning before the election. 

Q. About how far after the question and answer session was that? 
A. Idon't remember exactly; it was quite a while - I think it was maybe 
- I'm afraid to say because I don’t remember. 

Q. And that last talk was held when? A. The morning of the 
election. 

Q. Do you recall what was said during that talk? A. Well, he 
only made short speech. He addressed the staff as he usually does, 
and the employees, and he paused and he asked if anyone knew the pass- 
word, and some of them said, "Yes, Vote”, and some said, "Vote No.” 
I mean in an extounding expression, "Vote No,” or "Vote Yes.” And he 

said, "Today, the crucial hour has just arrived” or "is just about 
to arrive, and'I want you all to vote your own conviction.” And he said 
a little prayer. He said, "If you want the Union, vote for the Union, if 
you don’t want a Union, now, don't vote for it.” And he said, "May God 
bless you.” And he left. And that's all I can remember. 

Q. Mrs. Dortch, during the talks, all the talks given by Mr. Burnat, 
or Burnet, did you ever hear him state that the piece rates would be 
increased? A. No. 

Q. Did'you ever hear him or anyone say there would be a wage 
increase? A. No. Those questions were asked but he said he couldn't 
give any answers. 

Q. Did'you ever hear overtime pay or a method of computing 
overtime pay mentioned in any of his talks ? +A. No. 


Q. Did you ever hear Mr. Burnat say that he would appoint Negro 


supervisors and service girls? A. No. He said qualified people. 
Q. Was that in response to a question. A. Yes. 
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Q. Did you ever hear Mr. Burnat say that people | would be treated 
so good that they would never want a Union again if they voted this one 

down? A. I didn't hear him say that. 

Q. Did you ever hear Mr. Burnat say that there would be changes 
in unpopular supervision? A. No, he didn't say changes in unpopular 


supervision. | 
Q. Did he mention supervision. A. Yes, he said that qualified 


people would be selected and they would be trained. He just said per- 
sons who are qualified will be selected and trained as supervisors. 

Q. Did you ever hear Mr. Burnat say that.there were a lot of 
things that he would straigten out if the Union lost the election? 
A. No, he didn't mention the Union. | 

Q. Did you ever hear Mr. Burnat say that he would start his own 
campaign of improvements on May 16? A. No. 

MR. SMITH: Your witness. 

CROSS EXAMINATION | 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Mrs. Dortch, am I pronouncing your 
name correctly, Dortch? A. Yes. | 

Q. When did you first go to work for Garland? A May 14th, 
three years ago, what is that - sixty-what ? 

Q. May 14th? A. Yes. | 

Q. What year? A. 1963, is that correct; it will be three years. 

Q. This coming May? A. Yes. | 

Q. That would be about 1964. Would that be correct? A. Yes. 
3 Q. Have you been recently laid off? A. Yes, I have been laid 
off periodically. 

Q. Are you working now? A. Yes, I'm working now. 

Q. When were you laid off? A. I was laid off two weeks before 
Thanksgiving. | 

Q. And when did you come back to work? A. I came back to 
work a week later, and I was laid off again; I went back to work the 
week of the 3rd in January, but it was on Thursday - it wasn't ona 
Tuesday, whatever the date is. | 
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Q. The first week in January? A. In January. 

Q. When you came back a week after you - excuse me - when 
you came back a week later off of your first lay off, how long did you 
work then? A. One week. 

Q. What job do you have in the Company now? A. Well, Ihave 
done several operations. During that time I was on pinkers. 

Q. What are you doing now? A. Iam taping the cord in the facin:, 
of the skirt. 

Q. Is that a machine operation? A. Yes, it is. 

Q. Asewing machine? A. Yes. 

Q. Now, Mrs. Dortch, tl is last meeting that you referred to that 
Mr. Smith was asking the questions about, was that the day before the 
election? A.) Now, I’m going to be realistic about it. I can’t remem- 
ber whether it was the day of the election or the day before. I don’t 
remember very well whether it was that morning before or, you know, 
of the election. 

Q. Was that the meeting in which he said he was going to straighten 
out a lot of things? A. He didn’t say that in that speech. He only asked 
the password, and he said that we were just about to approach the crucial 
hour and we must vote our own conviction, and that if we wanted a Union, 
to vote yes, and if we didn’t want a Union, to vote no. And he szida 
little prayer and he left. 

Q. What meeting, if any, did he use the words, the expression, 

a lot of things he was going to straighten out? A. If he said that at a 
meeting, I wasn’t present. 

Q. Which one of these meetings was it that he said he couldn't 
say anything about that at that time? Which one was that? A. Say 
anything about what ? 


Q. Well, you testified on direct that in response to a question 
concerning piece rates, I believe, he said he couldn't say anything about 
that? A. Well, one of the employees asked him about changing the 
rates on some of the skirts, she said that the rate was too high. And 
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| 
| 
he said, "Well, I realize this, but I cannot tell you anything ae It 


was Mary McDuffie that asked that question. 

Q. So there was somebody else asking questions besides Julia 
and Rebecca Frazier? A. That was not in that meeting. She asked 
him to come to her machine which she was operating, which was right 
in the front of me. | 

Q. Was this the same meeting at which Julia Frazier! and Rebecca 
Frazier were asking questions? A. No. | 

Q. Was this before or after that meeting? A. That was before. 

Q. At the meeting with the two Frazier women, were there other 
people asking questions also? A. A few, not many. I think it was one 
lady there, Amanda - wait a minute - now, let me see, we call her 

"Boots" - you nickname so much until you can't remember the 
names. 

Q. Do you remember anyone else? A. Just put "Boots", her 
name is Amanda but we call her "Boots." | 

Q. Do you remember anybody besides Amanda asking questions ? 
A. What's that ? | 

Q. Do you remember anybody besides Boots or Amanda? 

A. No, I don't. | 

Q. Were there other people asking questions besides ithese three 
people? A. Well, the time was so limited, they held up their hands, 
but they never got around to them. | 

Q. How long did this meeting last? A. About ten minutes. 

Q. Now, let me ask you this: How long before the election was 
this first meeting that Mr. Burnat spoke at, that you attended? 

A. How long before ? 

Q. Yes. A. Idon't remember the date. : 

Q. Would you give us your best estimate? A. Oh, about two 
weeks, I assume - now, I'm not sure about that. It's a year, and I don't 
remember. ! 
| 
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Q. Now, on the day of this first meeting that you attended, was 

this the only meeting at the plant that day or were there others ? 
A. That was the only meeting that day. 

Q. How do you know this? How do you know that that was the 
only meeting? A. I was there. I was present. 

Q. What I'm asking is how do you know there were not other 
meetings? ‘A. Well, that I couldn't answer, whether or not there 


were more meetings at the plant. That is the one I know of. 

Q. You couldn’t say whether or not there was more than one meet- 
ing? A. No, but that is the one I know of. 

Q. How long after that first meeting was this second meeting ? 
A. Idon't remember. 

Q. Could you give us your best estimate? A. Well, I don’t want 
to estimate and maybe I’m wrong, because I don’t remember. 

Q. Did Mr. Burnat speak at that meeting? A. What do you mean 
now ? 

Q. The second meeting that you went to. A. Well, there was 
one meeting that Mr. Van Schyndel spoke and a meeting that Mr. Kublin 
spoke. 

Q. Which did Mr. Van Schyndel speak at, which meeting? A. I 
don’t know, but I know he spoke, all this is within that period. 

Q. Was he the only person that spoke at that meeting? A. That 
I could remember, yes. 

Q. There were other people speaking that you didn’t remember? 
A. Idon't know. I’m not giving to give an answer, because I don’t 
remember. 

Q. Did Mr. Kublin speak to a meeting all by himself? A. He 
spoke to a meeting, but whether he spoke all by himself, I don't know. 

Q. Was Mr. Burnat there with Mr. Kublin? A. No. 

Q. Now, the one that Mr. Kublin spoke at - was that the second 
meeting that you are talking about that you attended? A. The second 
meeting? 
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Q. Yes. A. I don't know whether it was the second meeting. 
I have not kept these meetings up to date. 

Q. Which meeting was it that Mr. Van Schyndel spoke at, the 
first meeting, the second meeting, the third or the fourth? A. I 
think he spoke at the second meeting that I can remember. 

Q. And he spoke by himself? A. Mr. Kublin spoke, he spoke. 

Q. This is the second meeting you went to? A. I'm not saying 
it's the second meeting. I don't remember. : 

Q. Excuse me, ma'am. A few minutes ago I asked you which 

meeting it was you attended that Mr. Van Schyndel spoke at and 


you said it was the second meeting, is that right? A. If Iisaid that, 
| 


Q. Now, was Mr. Van Schyndel the only person that spoke at 


this meeting? A. The second meeting? 
Q. Yes, the one you heard him make a talk at. A. I don't 
remember. I remember him very well, speaking. 


yes. As I remember, it was the second. 


Q. But you don't remember who else spoke at the meeting? 
A. No. | 

Q. Now, which meeting was it that Mr. Kublin spoke at ? 

A. Idon't remember the exact meeting. | 

Q. Was it the first meeting? A. I think Mr. Kublin spoke first. 

Q. At which meeting, the first meeting, the second meeting ? 
A. Idon't remember whether it was the first or second meeting. 

Q. Could it have been the third meeting ? : 

MR. SMITH: I object to the line of questions. There is no 
foundation laid for it or any showing that there were not other 
meetings. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I think that's what Counsel is trying to find 
out, and I will permit the questions, because if he doesn't ask them, 
I'm going to. | 


Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Did you understand my last question ? 


A. What was it? 

Q. Which meeting was it that Mr. Kublin spoke at, that you 
attended? A. I tell you, I don't remember. 

Q. Could it have been any one of these four meetings? A. Oh, 
yes, it was one of the meetings, but as of the date, I don’t remember. 

Q. Now, when Mr. Kublin spoke, was he the only one that spoke 
at the meeting that you remember him at? A. No. He and Mr. Van 
Schyndel spoke. 

Q. So Mr. Van Schyndel spoke at one meeting or at more than 
one meeting? A. I don’t remember whether he spoke at one meeting 
or two meetings; I know he spoke. 

Q. All right. Now with reference to each one of the meetings 
that you have testified to, can you tell us whether or not those were 
the only meetings that took place that day at the plant? A. Those 
are the only meetings that I know of. 


Q. There might have been other meetings? A. I’m not saying 
there were other meetings. That's the only one I know of. 

Q. This meeting the day of the election, Mrs. Dortch, you say 
Mr. Burnat was at that meeting? A. I told you that I do not 
remember whether it was the day of the election or the day before 


election; it was on one of those mornings, and yes, Mr. Burnat 
was there; he spoke. 

Q. I’m not trying to establish the time of the meeting, but did 
he have a tag on his shirt pocket? A. Yes, he had a tag. 

Q. What did he say about that tag? A. What did he say about 
the tag? 

Q. Yes. A. Well, some of the employees were wearing the 
union button and apron, and some of us were wearing the Garland 
tags. 

Q. Just tell us what Mr. Burnat said? A. I don't remember 
what he said about it, but he said, "I am wearing what I am repre- 
senting.” That's what he said, "I am wearing what I am representing.” 
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| 
Q. How many employees were at this meeting? A. All. All 


the employees that were in the cutting department. i 
Q. You say there were about three hundred people there? 
A. I don't know. Ican't estimate, but all the employees were there. 
Q. Which one of your meetings was it that Julia and Rebecca 
Frazier were in? A. Which one of the meetings? | 
Q. Yes. A. It was when he called the groups - he grouped 
the employees into small groups so that we could ask questions. 
Q. Was that the first, second, third or fourth meeting? A. That 
was the third meeting. | 
Q. The third meeting? A. Yes. | 
MR. WILLIAMSON: I have nothing further. 
Q. (By Mr. Zeigler) Mrs. Dortch, do I understand the sequence 
of the meetings now, the order of the meetings? The first meeting 
Mr. Burnat spoke to all the employees, is that right? A. Yes. 
Q. And that is the one you said he made the statement that 
he couldn't say anything at that time, is that right? A. No. He 
expressed his regrets at learning of the unrest among the employees 


in the plant. 
Q. And, of course, he didn't mention the word “Union” during 
that speech? A. No. 
Q. Now, the next speech would be the second speech = that 
is the one in which Mr. Van Schyndel spoke. Is that correct? A. I 


don't remember. I only can remember Mr. Burnat because we were 


interested in the President of the Company. 

Q. He didn't mention the word “Union” during that whole speech? 

A. No. 

Q. Now, then, you had a second speech and Mr. Van Schyndel 
spoke. Was this to a group of people? A. He spoke toa group, but 
which one of the meetings? | 

Q. Small? A. No. He went into the cafeteria and those that 
weren't able to get in there, we stood around. | 
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Q. Mr. Burnat was not present at that meeting? A. I don’t 
remember him being present. 

Q. And, of course, the word "Union" was not mentioned at that 
meeting? A. No. He spoke on personnel management and being a 
photographer and all that kind of thing. 

Q. And the word “Union” was never brought out? A. No. 

Q. And then the third meeting Mr. Kublin and Mr. Van Schyndel 
both were present. Is that correct? A. As Iremember it, yes. 

Q. And both of them spoke? A. Yes, both of them spoke. 

Q. And, of course, the word "Union” was never mentioned at 
that meeting? A. Well, Mr. Kublin explained to the employees about 
the union and he said that he did not, or he was not going to tell us 
what to do, but he just explained what the union, and what the function 

of the union, but he said he was not going to tell us what to do. 

Q. This was a small group of employees, is that right? A. We 
met in the cafeteria. All who wanted to listen could listen. 

Q. And Mr. Kublin was the only one who mentioned the word 
"Union" during this time? A. Yes. 


Q. Now, in the last speech, the fourth speech was one that Mr. 
Burnat made the day before the election. Is that correct? A. Have 
you referred to the little group that we assembled together when we 


divided the employees into smaller groups to ask questions? That 
was not exactly a meeting. That was just a "round the table” dis- 
cussion, 

Q. This was another meeting that Mr. Burnat spoke at? 

A. Yes. 

Q. So actually you are telling us about five meetings rather 
than four meetings, aren’t you? A. I was asked about the meetings 
that Mr. Burnat spoke to, not the number of meetings being held at 
that time. 

Q. All right. Let's go back. When did Mr. Burnat speak to a 
small group? A. I don’t remember the date, but that was after he 
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had made the talk concerning the unrest in the plant and the proper 
supervision, and then he divided the groups, or the employees 
into smaller groups, so that we would be given a chance to ask 
questions, and he would be able to answer them better than ina 
bigger group. : 
Q. How close in time was that to the first speech he made? 
A. I don't remember. | 


Q. Was it before or after Mr. Van Schyndel spoke? A. That 
was after Mr. Van Schyndel spoke. i 

Q. So it was after Mr. Van Schyndel spoke or before the meeting 
Mr. Kublin spoke? A. No, Mr. Kublin had already spoken, too. 

Q. So that was after the third meeting then, so it was between 
the time Mr. Burnat spoke the day before the election, and the time 
Mr. Kublin spoke, is that correct? A. Repeat your seas 
please. | 

Q. The small group that Mr. Burnat addressed -- A. That 
was the meeting just before he made the last speech. | 

Q. Just before he made the last speech? A. What aay, I don't 
know. 

Q. Now, that is the meeting at which he went to the blackboard, 


is that correct? A. Yes. 


Q. And, of course, he never mentioned the word “Union” during 


any of these speeches? A. No, he was trying to demonstrate 
the production and the rates and he did say that he could understand 
why some of the employees were unhappy. They work hard, Some 
of them make overproduction; some of them make almost double 
production, and the operator next to this particular operator were 
not even making production, and he could see why the girls were 
unhappy. | 

Q. Andhe, of course, wanted to do something to straighten 
this out? A. He was trying to explain to them, but he said he could 


not give them a definite answer. 


174 


Q. He wanted to straighten this thing out, didn't he? 

MR. SMITH: Objection. As what the witness said. She's not 
qualified for this. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustain the objection. 

Q. (By Mr. Zeigler) When he went to the blackboard, what 
figures did he put on the blackboard? A. I don’t remember, because 


I wasn’t so interested because I couldn't get my question in, and I 
wasn't interested. He was demonstrating the production, and if a 
certain operator would make so much, it would mean more money 
to the Company, it would mean more money to the operator, and 
after I couldn't get my question in, I got a little perturbed, and I 
wasn't interested. 

Q. Inother words, you didn’t listen to what he was saying? 
A. lI looked at the blackboard, and he couldn't make them understand 
what he was trying to figure out, the addition and subtraction and 
division, and he kept going over and over. 

Q. Did you understand at the time what he was saying? A. I 
wasn’t interested. 

Q. You didn’t listen to what he was saying? A. No, I didn't 
even look at the figures so much, because I couldn’t get my question 
in. 

Q. So, you can’t testify now, of your own recollection, what he 
said or didn’t say when he was at the blackboard? A, I remember 
him saying, "I will demonstrate to you people who are after the 
production and the rates, and let you see just when you make so 
much, and it’s so much per piece, what would you be making, and 
how much the Company be making.” But how much it was, I don't 
know. 

Q. And you have no recollection now of what was said by Mr. 
Burnat why he was putting those figures on the Board? A. I’m 
telling you now, he was demonstrating to the girls who had asked 
the question about the rates, that if they make so much and they get 
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paid so much per piece, how much would the Company be making 
and how much would the girls be making. 

a * * * | * 

Q. (By Mr. Zeigler) Well, didn't you tell me that Mr. Burnat's 
speech to the small group followed Mr. Kublin's speech? A. I 
know it was after all that. 

Q. Mr. Kublin’s speech? A. Yes. | 

Q. And he only spoke three times? A. Yes. 

Q. So that when he spoke -- A. He spoke to the entire group 
three times, and then this meeting with the smaller groups to speak 
to the individuals. | 

* * * 

REDIRECT EXAMINATION | 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) At any time was Mr. Van Schyndel introduced 
to the plant, after he came to it, was he introduced to the pecniod 
A. What was the question? 
Was Mr. Van Schyndel introduced to the people? | A. Yes. 
At anytime after he came to the plant? A. Yes. 
Who introduced him, do you recall? A. I don't. recall, no, 
I don't. | 
Q. Well, before Mr. Burnat made talks, was a Mr. Kublin 
present in the plant at all? A. Yes, Mr. Kublin was present. 

Q. Prior to Mr. Burnat's appearance, had Mr. SET made 
any talks? A. Yes. 

Q. Were his talks pertinent to the Union? A. Yes, he was 
explaining what the Union was all about, that he was not there to give 

anybody advice as to whether to vote for the Union or whether 


not to vote for the Union; he only wanted to explain to the employees 
what it was all about. 
MR. SMITH: I have nothing further. 
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RECROSS EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Did Mr. Kublin say what his title was 
when he talked to you? A. He did, but I don’t remember exactly 
what it was. 

Q. You don't remember what he said? A. No. 

Q. Do you remember anything about what he said about the 
Union at that time? A. He just explained the function of the Union 
in general. 

Q. Well, what did he say about it? A. He said that he was 
representing the Company - I don’t know what position he was holding 
at the time - but by being on some Board or something - it was 
difficult to explain. 

Q. The Board of Directors? A. No, I'm not going to say that, 
because I don't remember what position he was holding. He said 
that it was his duty to just explain to the employees the function of 
the Union, and he explained. 

Q. Well, what did he explain about that? A. He explained that 
if they wanted a Union, fine; and if they didn’t want one, don't let 
anybody persuade them. He said, "Use your own opinion about 


becoming a member of the Union”’, and one of the explanation was, 


in joining the Union, you must understand the functions and you must 
understand that you will have to keep your union dues up, etc., that 
people did not understand -- 

Q. He said you would have to keep up your union dues? A. Yes, 
as long as you were a member of the Union. I asked that question, 
too, to one of the Union representatives. 

Q. ‘Was this a speech to the whole plant? A. Yes, that was 
the whole plant. 

e * 

BERTHA MILLER 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of the Respondent and, 
being first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 


* 


DIRECT EXAMINATION 
Q. (By Mr. Smith) Mrs. Miller, have you ever been employed 
at Garland Knitting Mills? A. Yes. 
That is in Beaufort? A. Yes. 
Are you employed there now? A. No. 
When did you leave Garland? A. The 4th day of November. 
That was in 1966? A. That's right. | 
Is your husband a minister in Charleston? A. Yes. 
Of what church? A. Trinity AME Church, 
Do you know a Jessie Mae Saunders? A. Yes. : 
Do you know a Sarah Hamilton? A. Yes. | 
Back when you worked with Garland Knitting Mills, who 


was your supervisor? A. Helen Smith. 

Q. How long was Helen Smith your supervisor ? A.| Oh, Helen 
was my supervisor up ‘til about - I will say about 8 me 

Q. Do you recall the period before the election last year, in 
1966, the Union election? A. Yes. 

Q. Did Helen Smith ever speak to you, stating that you would 
get a raise whether the Union came in or not? A, No. | 

Q. Did you ever hear Helen Smith make such a statement to 
Jessie Mae Saunders? A. No. | 

Q. Did Jessie Mae Saunders ever speak to you with } respect to 
such a statement? A. No. 

Q. Did you ever see Helen Smith pass out any hand tags, 
Garland hand tags to any employees? A. No. | 

Q. Did you ever see Helen Smith hand out any "Vote No” signs 
to any employees? A. No. | 

* * * 

JULIA WILLIAMS | 

was called as a witness by and on behalf of Respondent and, being 


first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: | 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: Give us your name and address. 

THE WITNESS: Julia Williams, 311 Fraser Drive, Beaufort, 
South Carolina. 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) Mrs. Williams, are you an employee of 
Garland Knitting Mills? A. Yes, Iam. 

Q. How long have you been employed there? A, This past 
January, was 2 year ago I started. 

Q. Do you recall the election of last year at Garland Knitting 
Mills? A. Yes, I do. 

Q. Do you recall talks that were made by Mr. Burnat prior to 
that election? A. Yes, I do. 

@. Do you know a Mr. Kublin? A. Do I know Mr. Kublin? 

Q. Yes. A. Yes. 

Q. Did Mr. Kublin ever make talks prior to the election? 
A. Ashort one I think, only; he introduced himself. 

Q. Allright. Do you recall specifically the talks that were 

made by Mr. Burnat? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Do you recall how mahy talks he made? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. How many did he make? A. Three. 

Q. Was there amongthose any sessions that might be called a 
question and answer period? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. All right. Do you recall when this question and answer 
period was held? A. It was just prior to the election. 

Q. Do you recall how far prior? A. I believe it was the day 
before. 

Q. Was a talk made prior to the election, just prior to the 


election?’ A. How close do you mean, prior to the election? 


Q. Well, let’s go another way - approximately when did he 
make his first talk? A. Oh, about three weeks before the election. 

Q. About when did he make his second talk? A. About a week 
before the election. 
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Q. Well, when did he make his last talk before the rn 
A. The day before the election. 

Q. Now, when in relationship to that last talk were the question 
and answer periods held? A. It was made, I believe, in the cutting 
room, in that section. 

Q. Talking about the question and answer or the last ee 
A. The last talk, the question and answer, whenever we were 
discussing, some of them were bringing up different things that they 
wanted answered. 

Q. At the first talk that Mr. Burnat made, do you recall what 
he talked about? A. Well, the main thing, he was introducing him- 
self to the Garland workers. 

Q. About how long did that talk last? A. I would say about 15 
or 20 minutes. | 

Q. Besides the introduction, did he discuss any other matters? 
A. Not specifically. | 

Q. At the second meeting, do you recall what he talked about ? 
A. Yes, he told us that we were going to have an election: 

Q. Allright. Did he discuss anything else? A. He: ‘said that 
it was our privilege to vote yes or no. : 

Q. And this was at the second meeting? A. Yes. | 

Q. Did he discuss anything else? A. I can't recall | janyehing 
else at the present time. 

Q. Allright. At the question and answer meeting that you went 
to, about how many were present at this question and answer period 
along with you? A I would say between 12 and 15. | 

Q. Do you recall the names of any of the persons who were 
with you in that group? A. No, I'd be afraid to say. | 

Q. Allright. What group was that? A. That was a section 
of the band line. | 


Q. And who was your supervisor then? A. Estelle Rutland. 
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Q. Were any questions asked of Mr. Burnat during this 
period? A. Yes, they were. 

Q. Do you recall any of those questions? A. He was asked if 
the rating, if the rates on some of the work was going to be changed. 

Q. Do you know who asked that question? A, Beg your 
pardon ? 

Q. Do you know who asked the question? A. No, I really don’t. 

Q. Didhe answer it? A. Yes. Well -- 

Q. What was his answer? A, He answered that he would look 
into it. 

Q. Were any other questions asked? A. Yes, the question was 
asked if there were going to be colored supervisors. 

Q. Do you recall who asked that question? A. I know her when 
I see her, but I don’t know her name. 

Q. Didhe give an answer? A. Yes. He said that the choosing 
of the supervisors would depend upon the ability and the qualifications. 

Q. Were any other questions asked that you recall? A. I 
can’t recall. 

Q. Now, at the last meeting before the election, do you recall 
what he said? A. I can’t remember too much about the last one. 


In other words, it was brought up that we would vote yes or we would 


yote no, and we would do it on our own consciousness. He didn't 
want to have any influence over how we wanted to vote, that that was 
our own privilege. 

Q. Had you finished? A. Yes. 

Q. About how long did that meeting last? Do you recall? 
A. lIimagine it lasted about 30 minutes. 

Q. About how long? A. About 30 minutes; 30 or 40 minutes; 

something like that. I can't remember exactly. 

Q. Mrs. Williams, during any of Mr. Burnat's talks, did you 
ever hear him say that the piece rates would be increased? A. No, 


sir. 
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Q. During any of his meetings did you ever hear him say that 
there would be a new method of computing overtime? A. No, sir. 


Q. Did you ever [hear] him mention overtime pay? ‘A. No. 


Q. During any of these meetings did you ever hear him say 
that he would appoint Negro supervisors and service girls? A. No. 

Q. Did you ever hear him say that if the Union did not win the 
election, the employees would never want one again because they 
would be treated so good? A. No, sir. 


Q. Did you ever hear Mr. Burnat say in any of his meetings 
that there would be changes in unpopular supervision? A, No. 


Q. Did you ever hear him say in any of his meetings that a lot 
of things would be straightened out at the plant, if the Union lost the 


election? A. No, sir. 


Q. Did you ever hear him state in any of these meetings that 

the Company would start its campaign of improvement in working 
conditions immediately after the election? A. No, sir. | 

Q. Mrs. Williams, did any supervisor, prior to the election 
ever offer you a Garland hang tag such as would go on skirts? 
A. No, sir. | 

Q. Did any supervisor ever offer you a "Vote No” sticker or 
sign prior to the election? A. No, sir. 


Q. Did you ever see any supervisor offer a Garland tag to any 
i 


other employee? A. I did not. 
Q. Did you ever see any supervisor offer a "Vote No” sticker 
to any other employee? A. No, sir. | 
Q. Did Estelle Rutland ever try to give one to you? A. No, 
sir. | 
Q. And that includes either kind? A, Either kind. 
MR. SMITH: Your witness. 


‘CROSS EXAMINATION 


* 
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Q. (By Mr. Williamson) And you also attended another talk 
by Mr. Kublin? A. Well, Mr. Kublin more or less introduced 
himself as Mr. Burnat did. 

Q. Was this a separate talk by Mr. Kublin? A. A separate 
talk other than when Mr. -- 

Q. Burnat, yes. A. I don’t recall whether Mr. Burnat was 
there at the time or not, but I know I remember hearing -- 

Q. Did anybody introduce Mr. Kublin? A. Yes. 

Q. Do you remember who that was? A. I'm afraid to say, 
because I’m not positive. 

Q. Now, Mr. Kublin’s speech, where did that fit in to the series 
of talks that you heard by Mr. Burnat? Was it between the first 

and second speech by Mr. Burnat or the second and the third 
speech, or just where did it fitin? A. I couldn't answer that, not 
positive, because I’m not sure. 

Q. But during Mr. Kublin’s speech he, of course, didn't mention 
the Union or anything of that sort? A. I don’t recall what he had to 
say exactly. 

Q. ‘Do you remember him mentioning anything about the Union? 
A. I don't recall. 

Q. How long did this talk last, do you remember? A. Mr. 
Kublin’s ? 

Q. Yes. A. Oh, just a few minutes. 

Q. Allright. Now, the first speech that you attended by Mr. 
Burnat, how long before the election was that? A. Approximately 
three weeks, I believe; I’m not sure. 

Q. And about all he did was introduce himself? A. Well, that 
was the main subject. He introduced himself. 

Q. It lasted what, about 15 to 20 minutes? A. Yes, something 
on that order. 

Q. Do you remember anything else he said? He didn't mention 


the Union during this talk? A. No, he was more or less introducing 
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himself and saying he was glad to be down there with us and seeing 


that everything was working out. 

Q. Did he mention the supervision? A. I don't et him 
mentioning any supervision. | 

Q. Well, he did mention the unrest among the oumsloeess 
didn't he? A. Beg your pardon? 

Q. He did mention the unrest among the employees, ica’ t he? 
A. I didn't hear him say it. 

* * * * * 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) At the question and answer period, 
didn’t Mr. Burnat make the announcement that he was throwing the 
floor open to questions? A. I didn't hear anything like that. 

Q. Now, were questions asked at all these other talks? A. I 
don't know about all the other talks. That session that we had when 
everybody felt free that they could ask questions -- | 

Q. Well, how come you felt free to ask questions? That’ s 
what I'm trying to get at. A. Well, that was more or less - I didn't 
ask any questions myself. 

Q. But a lot of other people did? A. Others did, and they 
didn't understand what was going on, and they thought, well, 
maybe they would ask questions and get some answers. There were 

some questions in their minds that they otherwise hadn't been able 
to clear up. | 

Q. Well, Mr. Burnat at that meeting, the questions and answers 
- did he start off making a talk, and then he was interrupted by a 
question? A. Well, he was more or less leisurely talking. 

Q. What is that? A. He was just talking. 

Q. Well, didn't he invite questions from the floor from the em- 
ployees? A. I don't know whether he invited them or not; I don't 
remember whether he did or not. | 

Q. But at these other meetings, why there weren't nearly as 
many questions as there were at this one meeting? A. Not any of 
them that I attended. | 
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Q. Now, directing your attention to this last meeting that you 
went to, was that the day before the election? A. Yes. 

Q. You were in there what, about 30 or 40 minutes? A. As 
well as I can recall, it was about that length of time. 

Q. Was that the only meeting that day? A. It was the only 
one, yes, that I know anything about. 

Q. It wasn’t like that other time when they had two meetings? 
A. No, I don’t know how many meetings he had that day, because I 
was busy working on the opposite side of the building, and I don't 
know what) was going on over there on the other side. 

Q. Do you remember at this meeting there the day before the 
election, did Mr. Burnat have a Garland hang tag on his shirt? 
A. I don’t remember seeing any Garland hang tag on his clothes at 
all. 


Q. Did he have a hang tag on his shirt and saying that he was 


wearing that to show where he stood? A. I don’t recall any of that. 

Q. You don’t recall that? A. No. 

Q. Do you remember at this meeting - it lasted, you say 30 to 
40 minutes? A. Well, it’s hard for me to say, to remember. 

Q. Well, that was your testimony, wasn’t it. A. Well, as well 
as I can recall. 

Q. Tell us everything that you can remember Mr. Burnat’s 
saying at the meeting? A. Well, the only thing he said, that we were 
having the’ election and it was each and everyone’s privilege to vote 
yes or not, and it was entirely left up to us whether we wanted the 
Union or whether we’didn’t want the Union. 

Q. Go ahead. A. And that is the main thing that he said, that 

is, as far as summing up what he had to say. 

Q. Well, what was he doing during the rest of that 30 or 40 
minutes, that you were in there? A. Well, he was talking about his 
business in Boston, that he had been quite busy up there and I just 
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can't recall anything right at this moment what he said - that was 
more or less the conversation. 

Q. This question and answer period that you referred to 
previsouly, did Mr. Burnat do any writing on the Se or talk 

up there? A. No. 

Q. He didn't figure out the piece rates for the ou? A. No, 
sir. | 
Q. Well, somebody asked him a question about a rates, 
didn't they? A. Yes, they did. 

Q. What was that question? A. They asked him - in other 
words, we were making two types of skirts; one had belt loops and 
the other one didn't have belt loops. And somebody asked him if - 
that it took more time putting the belt loops in that type skirt than 
it did just putting the band on without the belt loops, and wondered 


why the rate wasn't adjusted right the way they felt like it should 
have been. And Mr. Burnat replied that he would look into the 


matter. | 

Q. He couldn't make any promises at that time? A. He didn't 
say that. He said, "I will look into the matter.” 

Q. Did he say anything else about that? A. No. | 

Q. Now, this last meeting here the day before the election, 
what did you do after the meeting was over? A. What did I do after 
the meeting was over ? | 

Q. Yes. A. Before the election? 

Q. The last meeting that you attended the day before the 
election, what did you do after that meeting was over? A. I went 
back to work. 

Q. And you were sewing bands at this time? A. That's right. 

Q. You were paying pretty close attention to your work? 

A. Yes, you have to, to put the bands on right. | 

Q. You were trying to make production? A, ao I always 

try to do my work well. 
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Q. Were you wearing any decoration that said "Garland" 
or anything about your person? A. I sure was. 

Q. What were you wearing? A. I was wearing a thing I made 
to put on my head. 

Q. And what did it say on this thing that you made to put on 

your head? A. It said “Garland” and it was made out of 
Garland tags. 

Q. So there wasn’t any need for Miss Smith to offer you any 
Garland tag. You already had one on, didn't you? A. I didn't ask 
for any Garland tag. I had plenty of them on my machine. 

Q. Back at this second talk by Mr. Burnat, what did he have to 
say at that meeting? This is the one after the meeting where he 
introduced himself? A. At the secon talk? 

Q. Yes. A. Well, he said that we were going to have an 
election. 

Q. What else did he have to say? A. And that we would vote 
yes or no, if we wanted a union or if we didn’t want a union. 

Q. Whatelse? A. Ican't recall anything else. 

Q. How long did the meeting last? A. I think about 20 minutes. 


* x * * * 


Q. (By Mr. Zeigler) Mrs. Williams, there was a great deal of 
excitement the day before the election, was there not? A. Well, 


what do you mean by excitement ? 

Q. Well, you don’t normally wear a hat with Garland tags on 
it, do you? A. No, I don't. 

Q. You were pretty much worked up about this election, were 
you not? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And other people were worked up about the election, weren't 
they? A. I don't know what other people were. I’m speaking for 
myself only. 

Q. Well, the people that you were working with, the general 
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interest that went through the plant. A. I couldn't tell you about 
anybody else's feelings other than my own. | 

Q. Well, you saw no difference in what was going on around 
you the day before the election than you had, say, three months 
before that? A. Well, of course, everybody was talking ree the 
election. They were talking about the Union. | 

Q. And they got pretty worked up during Mr. Burnat! is speech, 
didn't they? A. I wouldn't say that they got worked up. : 

Q. Well, did Mr. Burnat ask what the password was going to 
be for the day of the election? A. No, sir. 

Q. And didn't they shout back that the password was | “Vote 
No"? A. No, sir. | 

Q. You heard none of that? A. No, sir. | 


*x * * 


JUNE INABINETT 


was called as a witness by and on behalf of Respondent and, being 


first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: _ 

* * * * | 

DIRECT EXAMINATION ! 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) Miss Inabinett, are you employed at 
Garland Knitting Mills? A. Yes, I am. 

Q. How long have you been there? A. It will be three months 
in May - I mean, three years in May. | 

Q. What is your job at Garland? A. I operate a machine and 
I make darts. 

Q. Do you recall a union campaign and an election during the 
early part of 1966 last year? A. Yes, I do. 

Q. During that campaign did you sign a union authorization 
card for anyone? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. Who did you sign that card for? A. Rebecca Frazier. 

Q. After you had signed that card, did you have occasion to 
discuss it again with Rebecca Frazier or anyone? A, Yes, I did. 
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Q. When did you next discuss it and with whom? A. I asked 
Rebecca Frazier if I could have the card back and she told me I 
couldn't have it. 

Q. When was that that you asked her? A. I don't remember 
the exact date but as far as I can remember - that’s been a long 
time - but as far as I can remember it was on the next time that I 
saw her and that would have been that Monday, that I asked her for 
it back. 

Q. That would have been the following Monday after you signed 
it? A, As far as I remember, yes. I can't say the exact date. 

Q. Did she give it back? A. No. 

Q. Did she tell you anything? A. Well, she said she couldn't 
give it back to me. 

Q. Did you - or did she give you a reason why she couldn't 
give it back? A. No. 


Q. Do you recall prior to the election talks made by Mr. 
Edward Burnat? A. Yes, he had some talks. 
Q. Do you recall how many talks he made? A. Exactly as far 


as I can remember, there must have been about four. 


Q. Were you present at those? A. Yes, I was. 

Q. Did you ever hear Mr. Burnat at any time say that there 
would be an increase in piece rates? A. No. 

Q. Did you ever hear Mr. Burnat at any time say that there 
would be a new method of computing overtime pay? A. No. 

Q. Did you ever hear Mr. Burnat at any time say that he would 
appoint Negro supervisors and service girls? A. No. 

Q. Did you ever hear Mr. Burnat say at any time that if the 
Union did not win the election, the employees would never want the 
union again because they would be treated so good? A. No. 

Q. Did you hear Mr. Burnat at any [time] state that there would 
be changes in unpopular supervision if the Union did not win the 


election? A. No. 
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Q. Did you ever hear him mention supervision in any of the 
talks? A. Well, the only thing he said about supervision |was that 

the supervision would be selected on the basis of ability to do 
the work -Imeanto get the work through properly, and that’ 8 about all. 

Q. ‘Did anything prompt him to discuss supervision? 
A. Someone asked about supervision, would there by any Negro 
supervisors, but he didn't say that there would be Negro supervisors 
or anything. He just said that on the basis of ability to get the work 
out. | 

Q. Do you recall who asked that question? A. I don't recall 
who asked the question, but the question was asked. | 

Q. Did you, at any time, ever hear Mr. Burnat say that there 
would be a lot of things straightened out at the plant if the union lost 
the election? A. No. | 

Q. Did you at any time ever hear Mr. Burnat say that he would 
start his own campaign of improvements in working conditions 
immediately after the election? A. No. | 

MR. SMITH: You may question. 

CROSS EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Miss Inabinett, have you ever dis- 
cussed with anybody coming down here and testifying today? A. Yes, 
I have. 

Q. When did you do that? A. Yesterday and once beter to this, 
but I don't remember the date. 

Q. All right. How long prior to this approximately ? A. It 


must have been about a month; maybe two months. I don't remember, 


put I did discuss it prior to yesterday. 
Q. Did you give him a statement or anything? A. Yes, I did. 
Q. Prior to your first conversation about this with Mr. Smith, 
had you discussed your attempt to get your union card back with 
anyone else? A. No, hadn't. Other than the people who work with 
me, I hadn't said anything to anyone else. 
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Q. Had you gone to the Company and told them about this ? 
A. No. 

Q. Did you ever seek out any union official and ask for your 
card back? A. No. I asked her and she told me she couldn't give 
it back to me, and so if she couldn’t give it back to me, I didn’t figure 
anybody else could. 

Q. And how long after you signed the card was this? A. The 
exact date I don't know. It must have been that following Monday, 
but the exact date I don't really know, but I did ask her for the card 
back. 

Q. Asia matter of fact, you are not sure it was the following 
Monday ? A. Well, it was shortly after I signed it, because I signed 
it on a Friday evening, but I’m certain that it was shortly after I 
had signed the card. But as I told you, I don't know the exact date. 

Q. Could it have been as long as two weeks? A. No. 

Q. You are positive of that? A. I don’t really know, but I 
know that I did ask her for it back. That's a whole year back and 
you can’t remember exact dates or what day or what week it was. 

Q. Sois it a fair statement of your testimony to say that you 
asked for your card back, but you are not sure within two week when 
that happened? A. I don’t feel that it was two weeks. It could have 
been, but I don’t feel it was that long. 

Q. You signed on what day of the week? A. I signed ona 
Friday evening. 


Q. Could it have been as long as 11 days before you asked for 
your card back? A. I told you that’s a whole year back. I don't know 
exactly when I asked for it back, but the fact remains that I asked for 
it back. 

Q. It could have been 11 days though, between the time you 

signed it and the time that you asked for it back? A. I can't 


say yes and I can’t say no, because I don’t remember exactly when 
it was, but I asked for it shortly after I signed it. 
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Q. Did Mr. Smith ever discuss with you the significance of 
the date March 7 in this connection? A. March 7th? 
Q. Yes. Could it have been after March 7 that you asked for 


your card back? A. Listen: The fact remains I don't know exactly. 


I said earlier I don't know exactly when I asked for the card back. 
Now, I asked for it. 
Q. Where were you when you asked Miss Frazier for the card 
back? A. In the dart room. | 
Q. Where at? A. Over on the far left side, Ce a 
machine. | 
Q. What were you doing? A. I was making darts ih blue slacks. 
Q. Well, was anyone else present during this conversation? 
A. No, I was talking to her, but there were other people sitting 
there; I don't know whether they heard it or not, but I did ask her 
for the card. We were sitting over there on the far left side, working 


on slacks, and I asked her for the card back. | 
Q. How did she happen to be in there? A. Because she 
operated a machine. She works in the same section that! I work in. 
Q. She worked right next to your machine? A. She worked in 
the same section that I did. | 
Q. How far from you did she work? A. Oh, for Christ’ s sake, 
that’s a whole year back. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Miss, just answer the question. We don't 


need any profanity. 


THE WITNESS: I don't remember whether she was: sitting 
behind me, but I know that she was sitting near me. | 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Sitting near you? How near? Can 
you estimate for us in feet? A. It couldn't have been over - it 
was either behind me or either in front of me - because there is a 


distance between the machines and she couldn't have been sitting 


that far from me. 
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Q. Did she work at the machine next to yours? A. I don't 
know for sure whether she was sitting beside me or behind me. I 
know that she was sitting near me, exactly what position, I don't 
remember. 

Q. I'm trying to find out, any machine next to yours, in front 


of you, in back of you, on either side of you, was she working at any 


machine next to yours? A. AsI remember, I think she was sitting 


behind me or either in front of me. I don't know for sure, but it was 
either behind me or in front of me, which way, I don't remember, 
but she was sitting near me. 

Q. What kind of a machine were you operating? A. A dart 
machine. 

Q. After you signed the card, didn't you attend a union meeting ? 
A. I went to one union meeting. 

Q. After you signed the card? A. Yes. 

Q. How long after you signed the card, didn’t you attend a 
union meeting? A. I went to one union meeting. 

Q. After you signed the card? A. Yes. 

Q. How long after you signed the card was this meeting? 

A. Idon’t remember when that was. 

Q. Give us your best estimate? A. That was --- 

Q. Along in May somewhere or April? A. The month, I can’t 
say. 

Q. How long before the election was it? A. This was -I don't 
remember whether it was before or after they went on TV, I don't 
remember which it was, but it was around that time. 

Q. Was it as much as three or four weeks after you signed 
the card? A. I don’t know. 

Q. Could it have been that long? A. I don’t know, but it was 
around the time they went on television; now whether it was before 
or after, I don't remember. 
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Q. Did Mason London bring you to that meeting? A. Yes, he 
did. | 

Q. He is a union Official, isn't he? A. Right. 

Q. Did you talk to Mason about getting your card pack? 
A. Itold him that I had asked about getting it back, but he told me 
that I couldn't. | 

Q. Was this after March 7? A. So far as the date, ‘I don’ t know. 

Q. Where did you talk to Mason about this? A. He came to my 
house one evening. | 

Q. To take you to the union meeting? A. Right. And he 
discussed it at my house and on the way to the meeting. — 

Q. Did you ask at the meeting to get your card back? A. No, 
I didn't. | 

Q. Did you ask any questions at all at the meeting? A. At the 
meeting? 

Q. Yes. A. No. 

Q. How many people were at the meeting? A. I don’ t know. 


I don't know how many people were at the meeting. I didn’ t count 
them. 

Q. Tell us what was said between you and Mr. London on the 
subject of this card? A. Well, at that time Mr. London said to me 
- he said that he didn't even know that I had signed a card, because 
he thought that I hadn't signed one, which I did. He said that he 
didn't know anything about it. I told him yes, I definitely had signed 
one. | 

And he wanted to know why wasn't I for it, because there was 
me and one other person and him that went to the meeting, and he 
wanted to know why wasn't I for it, and I told him - well, this, that 
and the other why I didn't want it, and so he said well, I should be 
for it and he tried to show me why I should be for it. ! 

And it was back and forth discussion of why I should and you 
know, I was trying to tell him why I didn't feel I needed one, and 
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that’s the way it was. But at that time he said he didn't know I had 
signed one, and I imagine that he could have found out easily enoughif 
he wanted to know whether I had signed one, but I had signed one at 
that time. 

Q. Do you know how long after you signed the card this 
conversation with Mason was? A. Dates, I don’t remember. 

Q. Can you give us your best estimate as to how many weeks 
after you signed the card this conversation with Mr. London was? 
A. I just can't remember. In effect, you can't remember when the 
whole thing started - all the months just keep rolling right up. 

Q. You admit you signed the card, don't you? A. I know I 


signed a card. 
Q. You remember being with Mason London? A. Right, but 


now when or how long after, I don’t know, but the --- 

Q. Could it have been as long as three weeks? A. I don't 
know. I have a personal reason for remembering the exact date 
that I signed that card. 

Q. Is that because you tad been shown a duplicate of the card 
yesterday? Were you shown -- A. No. 

Q. Were you shown a duplicate of this card yesterday? A. No. 
Could I go into the reason I remember exactly when I signed the 
card? Can Itell you why? 

Q. Not unless I ask you, and I'm not asking you that. I'm 
trying to find our how long after you signed that card was it that you 
talked to Mason London? A. I don't know how long it was. It was 

after I signed the card that I talked to him, but exactly how long, 
I don’t remember. 

Q. And as far as you know, it could have been more than three 
weeks, is that correct? A. I don't know how long it was. 

Q. As far as you know, it could have been more than three 
weeks. Is that a correct statement? A. That is not correct. I 
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' 


can't say that it was three; I can't say that it was two; I don t 
| 


know how long it was afterwards. 
Q. Did you just attend the one union meeting after signing the 
card? A. One. 
Q. Just one, and you don't know when that was either ? 


A. No, I don't remember exactly when it was. ! 
| 


Q. Was it while Mr. Burnat was making talks down! there at 
the plant that you attended? A. I don't know. I don't know whether 
he was even here then or not. | 

Q. Well now, how many talks by Mr. Burnat did you go to? 
A. Iwent to all of the talks that he had. | 

Q. Well, how many was that that you were present at? A. I 
went to all of them, but as far as I remember, there about 
four talks. | 

Q. All right. Now, how long before the election was the first 
talk by Mr. Burnat that you attended? A, How iong before the 
election? 

Q. Yes. A. Idon't know. At that time I had no idea that all 
this would be going on. I didn't remember any dates or anything 


like that. That's been a whole year and I don't remember dates. 
Q. Was it at one of these meetings that there were questions 
and answers back and forth? A. Yes. 


Q. Is that the first, second, third or fourth meeting that you 
attended? A. That must have been - let me see - about the third 
one. | 

Q. About the third one? How long before the election was 
that? A. Idon't know. I can't say how long it was. It could have 
been six months; it could have been a week; I don't know. 

Q. How long do you estimate the meeting lasted? A. How long 
did the meeting last? , 

Q. Yes. A. About 15 minutes or something like that. 

| 
| 
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Q. Did Mr. Burnat throw the floor open to questions? A. He 
«asked were there any questions. 

Q. Did he start the meeting that way? A. I don't recall 
everything that went on at the meeting. 

Q. Well, tell us some of the things that you recall that did go 
on at that meeting. A. A lot of people -- 

Q. Where did the meeting take place ? 

MR, SMITH: Let her answer the question. 

MR. WILLIAMSON: I'm sorry. Go ahead, please ma'am. 

THE WITNESS: Will you repeat the question, please? 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) I asked you to tell us some of the 
things you remember Mr. Burnat saying at this meeting. A. Someone 
wanted to know about production, exactly who I don't remember, but 
he said -- 

Q. What was their question? How did they ask it? A. I can't 
quote it exactly as they asked the question, but generally speaking -- 

Q. Give us your best memory. A. Generally speaking, they 
asked would we be getting a raise or would we be making more money, 
but he said the more that we do, well, naturally, the more work that 
we do, the more money we make and the more money everybody 
accomplishes that way, the better we will be and the more work we do, 
the more money we make. 

Q. He didn’t mention anything about the Union during this 
speech? A. Would you speak up? I can’t hear you. 

Q. Did he mention anything about the Union at this meeting? 

A. I don't recall him saying anything about the Union. 


Q. The first meeting that you attended where Mr. Burnat spoke, 
he didn’t discuss the union at that meeting either? A. Well, the 


first meeting? 


Q. Yes. A. He more or less introduced himself and he said 
that he was sorry that we were unhappy and he didn’t realize that 
we were unhappy. 
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Q. Did he mention anything that might have contributed toward 
making you unhappy? A. Restate that question. | 
Q. Well, you say at the first meeting now that Mr. Burnat 

introduced himself, he was sorry that you were unhappy, and my 
question was, did he mention any of the things that he thought were 
making you unhappy at that meeting? A. No, he just said that he 
didn't realize we were unhappy, and he told us who he was and that's 
about it. 
Q. How long did that meeting last? A. I don't know how long 
it lasted. | 
Q. Can you give us your best estimate? A. About 10 or 15 
minutes, I guess, something like that, but I can't say definitely how 


| 

Q. And that's the only thing you remember him sate during 
that meeting? A. He more or less introduced himself and said that 
he was sorry we were unhappy. : 

Q. Allright. Now, did you attend a meeting with Mr. Burnat 
the day before the election? A. The last one? 

Q. The day before the election? A. Yes. | 


Q. What time did you get to that meeting? A. This was before 


long it was. 


lunch. 
Q. Is that as close as you can place it? A. It was before 
lunch. 


: 
Q. How long did the meeting last? A. I can't say exactly how 


long that meeting lasted. | 
Q. Can you give us your best estimate? A. It could have 


lasted 15 minutes or maybe 20, I really don't remember. 
Q. How many other employees would you say were there ? 

A. Everybody was there that worked there. | 
Q. Iwant you to tell me at this point, everything that you 

remember that Mr. Burnat said at that meeting. A. Hel just told us, 
well, naturally that the vote was coming up and he said he just 
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couldn't tell us how to vote, he just hoped that we would all consider 
before we voted, and that's about it. I mean, that is the general 
conversation. 

Q. That's all you remember at this time? NG Yes. That's 
about all he said. He might have said it different but that’s the only 
thing that I got out of it. 

Q. Now, he wasn't wearing any kind of a tag or anything like 
that, was he? A. I don’t recall him wearing a tag. 

Q. And he didn’t mention anything about the fact that he was 
wearing a tag? A. No, I don’t recall him saying anything about a 
tag. hs 


Q. And there wasn’t any cheering or anything like that, people 
yelling or anything like that at the meeting, was there? A. Oh, there 


was something about - everybody yelled about how they were going 


to vote. ' 

Q. Did Mr. Burnat say the password is vote and vote no? 
A. He didn’t say that. The people said that. He didn't say that. 

Q. What didhe say? A. He said, "What's the password?” 

Q. He said, “what’s the password’? A. Yes. 

= sd * * * 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Have you even gotten a bouquet of 
flowers from Mr. Garland-or Mr. Burnat? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. When was that? A. That must have been - exactly what 
day, I just don’t know. 

Q. Was that right after the election? A. That had nothing to 
do with this. 

MR. SMITH: Go ahead and answer his question. 

THE WITNESS: O. K. Yes, it must have been after the 
election. 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) How long after the election was it 
that you got this bouquet of flowers from Mr. Burnat? A. Oh, it 
was after the vote was over. 
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Q. Was it the same day of the election or the next day? 
A. Oh, yes, it was the same day. | 
Q. How did he come to give you this bouquet of flowers, do 
you know? A. Because the vote was on May 13, and that was the 
day that I started working at Garland, and it was just a small bouquet 
of roses, because that was the day I started working there. That 
was my anniversary and we had to vote on that day. | 
Q. Has he ever given a bouquet of flowers to other ladies that 
you know on the anniversary of their coming to work at the plant ? 
MR, SMITH: Object. I don't think this witness would have any 
way of knowing. | 
MR. WILLIAMSON: That's for her to answer, Your Honor. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: If she knows, she can answer. | 
THE WITNESS: I don't know whether he gave anybody else a 
bouquet of roses. I don't know. | 
Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Well, prior to your getting one, had 


you ever heard of anyone else getting a bouquet on their 
anniversary of their coming to work at the Company ? A. No, but 
this has nothing to do - no. 
Q. You are working at Garland now? A. Yes, I A 
Q. Have you been laid off at any time during the last winter ? 
A. Yes, I was. 
Q.. When were you laid off? A. At intervals. I would be off 
for a week, and then I would be off for about two weeks, back and 
forth, because they were alternating with all the girls. | 
They were alternating, you know, letting some girls work a 
while and then other girls work another period, you know. 
Q. And you were one of the girls they were letting work on 


occasions? A. Yes, I worked on occasions. 


* * * * 
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REDIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) Miss Inabinett, where were you when you 

signed this card? A. In the Piggley-Wiggley. 
820 Q. The union card, I’m talking about. A. At the Piggley- 
Wiggley. downtown. 
: Q. And I believe you testified that you requested it back the 
next time you saw Miss Frazier? A. Right. 

Q. At that time where was Miss Frazier working? A. At 
Garland. 

Q. In what section? A. Well, we were over on the far left 
side, working on some slacks. ; 

Q. Were you both in the same section? A. In the same section, 
yes. 

Q. Dovyou ordinarily see everybody in your section on a 
working day? A. Usually I see just about everybody that’s in my 
section. y 

Q. Did you miss any time from work about the time that you 
had signed your card? A. No. 

Q. Either from sickness or lay off or any other reason? 

A. No. 
x * * * 
FURTHER REDIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) Was one of these meetings that you are 
talking about a question and answer session? A. Yes, it was. 

Q. Was that question and answer session held before the 
meeting, just before the election? A. Yes, that was where we went 
in small groups and we went in and asked questions. 

Q. And prior to the question and answer session, there was 
another meeting? A. Right. 

Q. And prior to that there was a meeting? A. Right. That's 
the one where the introduction was. 

MR. SMITH: No further questions. 
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RECROSS EXAMINATION | 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) At the question and answer meeting, did 
Mr. Burnat write figures on the blackboard about production or 
something? A. He just merely showed us that the a work we 
do, well, naturally the more money we make. 

Q. Did he figure this all out on the blackboard? A, Yes, 
but he didn't - I mean - he really said that the more work that we 
put out - The idea that I got from it was that the more work we put 
out, the more money we make. | 

* a * 

ARTHUR SMALLS 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of Respondent and, being 
first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 

* ot oe *« 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) Mr. Smalls, you are an employee of 
Garland Knitting Mills? A. Yes. | 

Q. How long have you been employed there? A. Going on 
four years now. 
Q. What work do you do at Garland? A. I'ma cutter. 
Q. Acutter? A. Yes. 


Q. Do you recall a union campaign and an election held during 


the early part of last year? A. Yes. 

Q. Did you sign a card during that time? A. Yes, sir, I signed 
a card. 

Q. Do you recall who it was-that came to see you * get that 

card signed? A. It was Rebecca Frazier and another guy - I 
forget his name right now. | 

Q. You don't know his name? A. No, I have recone his 
name. | 

Q. Will you tell please what was stated to you - did you sign 


this card? A. Yes, I signed the card. 
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Q. Tell what was stated to you at the time you signed this 
card. A. Well, before I signed this card I was told that most of my 
fellow employees had signed the card, and I was the only one that 
didn’t sign, and I was asked to sign. So I signed the card and in 
<eturn I said, "Am I going to get into any trouble about this?” 

I said, "I hate to sign the thing." And they said, "No, you wouldn't 
get into any trouble about it.” So I just went on and signed it. 

Q. Did you read the card at the time? A. No, I didn't. 

Q. Did anyone read the cardto you? A. No. 

MR. SMITH: Your witness. 

CROSS EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Mr. Smalls, before you signed the 
card that day, had you been a union member at any other locale? 
Es A. Yes, I have been a member of other unions. 

Q. Just one other union, or several other unions? A. Two, 
‘Lo be exact. 

Q. What are the two unions other than the Ladies Garment 
Worker's that you have been a member of? A. Well, one of them 
is the Textile Union, Local 229. 

Q. The Textile Workers’ Union of America? A. Yes. And 
the other is Platform Workers ' Union - Teamsters. 

Q. Teamsters’ Union? A. Yes. 

Q. You say you didn’t read the card? A. No, I didn't read 
the card, 

Q. Was there anything that prevented you from reading it? 
A. Well, there wasn’t anything that prevented me, but this guy 
approached me and said all of my co-workers had signed, he said 
nearly all of my co-workers had signed and he said I was the only 
one left to sign, so I just went on and signed without reading it. 


* * * * * 


Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Has anybody talked to you about 


testifying here before you came down here today? A. Well, well, 


yes, yes. 
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Q. Who was that? Who was it that talked to you? ) Mr. 
Smith. | 

Q. And how long ago has this been that you talked with Mr. 
Smith about this matter? A. This was quite some time. 

Q. Well, how long has it been? A. Well, at least sn 

Q. Backin January? A. Three or four months I reckon. 

Q. Would that be back in January? A. Somewhere around in 
there. | 

Q. Well, in between the time - did you talk about the card with 
Mr. Smith on that occasion? A. Yes. 

Q. Where did this happen? A. This happened over at Garland. 

Q. At Garland? A. Yes. | 

Q. Inthe Company office there? A. About an pour -- 

Q. What part of Garland did it take place at, one of the 
Company offices there at the plant? A. Well, he hada wlace set up 


of his own, away from everybody. 

Q. Well, what room in the plant was this? A. well, this was 
in the cutting department - I mean in the storage departinent. 

Q. The storage department? A. Yes. 

Q. Was this a supervisor's office? A. No, it wasn't a super- 
visor's office. 

Q. What part of the cutting department was it? A. I didn't 
say the cutting department. 

Q. I'm sorry. I thought you did. Where was it in the plant that 


Mr. Smith interviewed you on this occasion? A. I said the storage 


room. 

Q. All right now, where? In an office in the stor se room ? 
A. No, just in the storage room. They don't have an office in the 

storage room. : 

Q. Did he have a desk set up inthere? A, Yes. — 

Q. And who brought you in to see Mr. Smith? A. Well, a lady 
came and got me. | 
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Q. Who was the lady? A. June Cartridge. 
¢ Q. Patridge? A. No, Cartridge. 

Q. Do you know who she is around the plant there? A. Well, 
she works there. 

Q. Is she a supervisor? A. I don't know exactly what her job 
is. 

Q. Does she work in the front office? A. No, she works back 
in the storage room, storage department. 

Q. Are you sure this isn’t Janine Partridge that came and got 
you? A. Janine, you say ? 

Q. Yes, Partridge. A. I thought it was Cartridge. I don’t 
know. 

Q. Isn't this a lady that has been a supervisor out there in the 
plant? A. No, not that I know of. Not during my time out there. 

Q. All right. Was there anyone else there with you and Mr. 

Smith when you had this talk? A. No. 


Q. Did you sign a statement for Mr. Smith? A. Yes, every- 
thing that I told him, I signed. 

Q. What did Mr. Smith tell you when you came in there in the 
storage room? A. I can't remember all the questions he asked, in 


fact. 

Q. How did the conversation start? A. Well, I imagine he knew 
I had signed the card, and he probably just called everybody in that 
signed the cards. 

Q. He didn’t tell you that he was the Company's lawyer, did 
he? A. Well, yes, he told me he was the Company lawyer. 

Q. He didn’t tell you there was a case coming up about this 
matter, didhe? A. No, no, he didn't. 

Q. He didn't tell you that you would have to answer any of 
his questions, did he? A. He said, "Maybe I will call you to testify.” 

Q. What? A. He said, "Maybe I will call you to testify. 
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Q. What else did he say about your testimony? A. He just 
wanted me to tell the truth, what he asked me. 
Q. Do you remember what he said to you about your card? 
A. About the card? 
Q. About the card, yes. The union card that you signed. 
A. No, I really don't remember, no. 
Q. Who brought that subject up, him or you? A. Well, when I 


went in to see him, he just asked me if I signed one of the cards, 


and asked me just about the same questions you are asking me now. 
Q. Not including the parts that I'm asking you about what Mr. 

Smith said to you? A. Well, I can't remember. | 
Q. And you told him that you had signed the card?’ A. Yes, 

I told him. 
Q. Then what did he say? A. Ican *t remember what he said. 
Q. Didn't he suggest to you you had been told at the time you 

signed the card that all of your fellow employees had been signed up? 

A, You mean Mr. Smith? | 
Q. Yes. A. No. 


* * * x = 


Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Now, this fellow that came to see 
you about the card, was that a Mr. Griggs? A. Griggs, yes. 


Q. He saw you where, at your home? A. No, he didn't see me 
at my home. He met me at - I was at my mother-in-law's, coming 
from there, and I met them on the highway. : 

Q. You met them on the highway? A. Yes. i 

Q. And he told you that there were some other relatives of 
yours and everything that had just finished signing a card? A. No, 
he didn't tell me there were any relatives Of mine. He said my 
co-workers. | 

Q. Weren't there or well, aren't there some other Smalls that 
live around you? A. Yes, there are some other smalls but no 


relation to me. 
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Q. Did Mr. Griggs say he had been over to see them, too? 
A. I don't know who all he came in contact with. 

Q. Are you saying he didn't say that? A. What's that? 

Q. Are you saying he didn’t mention having seen the other 
Smalls? A. He didn’t mention that to me, no. 

Q. And he told you that most of your fellow employees had 
signed cards? A. Right. 

Q. Did he tell you that there was a campaign going on around 
the plant there? A. I don't remember him saying that either. 

Q. Well, did he say the Union was trying to get in at Garland? 
A. He did say the Union was trying to get in, yes, sir. 

Q. Did he tell you that the Union might be able to help you with 
your wages or your working conditions? A. Yes, he said that. 

Q. Did I understand you to testify, Mr. Smalls, that you asked 
Mr. Griggs if you would get in trouble from signing a union card? 
A. If I could get in trouble from signing a union card? 

Q. Yes. A. Yes, that’s what I mentioned before. I said I asked 

him - "I hope I don’t get into no trouble from doing this." And 
he said, "No. Most of your co-workers have signed already." He 
said, "You won't get into any trouble from doing it." 

Q. What he was indicating to you was that your co-workers had 


not gotten into any trouble ? 

MR. SMITH: What he can state was his indication is beyond this 
witness’ ability. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Sustained. 


Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Did you ask him whether any of your 
co-workers had gotten into trouble for signing a card? A. No. 

Q. Did he say that any of them had? A. He said "Quite a few 
of your co-workers have already signed the cards.” 

Q. Well, what did he say about your co-workers getting into 
trouble when they signed a card? A. Well, I didn’t talk to him 
concerning the co-workers getting into trouble. 
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Q. Well, let's see if I understand the conversation correctly. 
You asked him if you could get into any trouble -- A. I asked him 
if I was going to get into any trouble by signing this card. 

Q. And he said, "No. Most of your co-workers have already 

signed." A. He said that most of my co-workers had already 
signed the card and he wanted me to sign, asked me if I would sign. 

Q. The conversation - correct me if I'm wrong - the conver - 
sation started off along that line by your asking if you could get into 
any trouble about signing a union card? A. Well, first of all I asked 
him what benefit would the Union give me. | 

Q. What did he tell you? A. By me signing the card 

Q. Yes. A. And he didn't give me - he said, "Well, the Union 
could help you get better increases" and like that - and/he started 
asking me about how was everything at Garland, and I said, "I find 
Garland to be a nice place to work." I said, “I can't speak for 
everybody, but at least in the cutting room, I am well satisfied there." 
I said, "I can't speak for the ladies. If the ladies have any grief, 
that's up to them", but I think I had already signed the card then. 

* * * * * 

Q. (By Mr. Zeigler) What made you ask the question, "Can I 
get into any trouble by signing up?" A. Well, because if someone 
asked you to sign something, sometimes you just jump right off and 
sign it and ask questions afterwards. | 

Q. You had previously been a member of two unions? A. Yes, 
but I had never signed any cards. | 

Q. They were unions that were already established? A. Yes. 

Q. You had been working for continuously for Garland. You 
haven't been laid off at any time? A. Well, I was off for a few days. 

Q. No long period of lay off? A. No, sir. | 


Q. And, of course, you don't want to get into any trouble at 


Garland now ? 
MR. SMITH: Objection. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

Q. (By Mr. Zeigler) You don’t want to get into any trouble 

with Garland now, do you? A. I don't want to get into trouble 
with anyone. 

Q. But particularly with Garland? 

MR. SMITH: Objection again. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. What was your answer ? 

THE WITNESS: I said I don’t want to get into any trouble with 
anyone, the Union or Garland. 

MR. ZEIGLER: I have no further questions. 

REDIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) These prior unions, Mr. Small, were they 
in a union shop? A. You mean the previous unions? 

Q. Yes. A. You asked if they were what? 

Q. Were they union shop type unions? A. Yes. 

Q. Were you - where were youthen? A. Well, both of them 
were in Jersey City. 

Q. How did you happen to get in those unions? A. Well, I 


left here in "54 and I was looking around for a job, and I come into 


this - it’s not a garment plant - they make comforters and what not, 
so I got hired at this plant, and I would have to be working there for 
a period of - think it was 60 or 90 days before I would automatically 
become a member of the union. 

And when I went into this other place, this truckers’ outfit, I 
think it was a matter of 30 days before you automatically become a 
member of this union. 

Q. Is Jean Cartledge the receiving clerk? A. Yes. 

Q. Is she the lady who came to get you? A. Yes. 

Q. And that is back in the warehouse part of the plant? A. Yes, 
right. 

Q. Now, when I talked with you, do you recall what was on the 
right hand side of us? A. On the right hand side you had some tubes. 
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Was there anything in these tubes? A. Yes, material. 


We were back in the material? A. Right. 
Just you and me? A. Right. | 

Q. Let me read something to you, Mr. Smalls, and ask if you 
remember this having been read or said to you -- 

MR. WILLIAMSON: I object. He can ask him conditionally if 
he wants what was said to him, but I object to him reading it to him 
and asking him if that was said. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I will permit it, simply because if the 
witness’ recollection wasn't exhausted when you went through with 

him, I'd be very sadly mistaken. I don't want to go through the 
exhaustion of recollection again before this is done. I'll permit it. 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) "I wish to ask questions about a complaint 
that the NLRB has brought against Garland. [ama lawyer. My 
name is William H. Smith, Jr. I represent Garland. Before asking 
you any questions, I want you to understand that you don't have to 
answer them. I will also ask you to swear to your answers, if you 
choose to answer me. You don't have to take such an oath. Please 
understand whether you swear to your answers or do not, you should 
have no concern whatsoever about your job. You will be fully pro- 
tected. I want only the truth when you are talking to mee My only 
interest is to protect my client, Garland, at the hearing to determine 
what will be done about the complaint.” 

Did you hear me say that? A. Those are your oath yes. 

Q. Was that said to you before I asked you a question? 

A. Right. | 
* 
CLARA BAILEY 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of Respondent and, being 
first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 


* * * 
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DIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) Mrs. Bailey, you are an employee of 
Garland Knitting Mills? A. Yes. 

Q. How long have you been employed there? A, About three 
years. 

Q. About three years? A. Yes. 

Q. And do you recall the union campaign and election during 
the early part of last year? A. Yes. 

Q. You signed a union card at that time? A. Yes. 

Q wWho-came to see you with respect to that card? 

A. Evelyn Houston. 

= ] x x * * 

Q (By Mr. Smith) Would you please tell me what this organizer 
said when he called upon you? A. He asked me if I had already - 
did I want to sign - he told me that he was from the union and asked 
me did I want to sign a card. And I asked him if the card - I mean, 
if I signed the card, would that make me a member of the union. So 
he said, "No.” He said that was just for the union to get an election. 
And I told him that I had already signed a card. 

Q. You told him that you had already signed one? A. Yes, 
because I didn’t sign a card from him; I had already signed one when 
he came. 

Q When did he come? A. I don’t remember exactly, but it 
was after I had signed a card. 

Q. Why didn't you tell me that, Miss Bailey, when I talked with 
you? A. Well, I thought I did tell you that. 

Q. Didn't you just tell me that this is what you had told me? 


A. Well, what's on there is different from what I'm saying. 

Q. You asked this organizer if you signed a card would that 
make you a member of the Union? A. Yes. 

Q. And what did he answer? A. He said, no, the cards didn't 
have anything to do with it. He said that was just for the Union to 


union, I mean, for them to get an election. 


| 
get an election. He said the card - he said that was just for the 
| 


Q. To get anelection? A. Yes. 
* * * 
JERRY SIMMONS 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of Respondent 'and, being 


| 
first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 


* * * * | 


DIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) Mr. Simmons, please try to speak loudly 
enough so I can hear, and then I think everyone else will. Mr. 

Simmons, are you an employee of Garland Knitting Mills? 

A. Yes, sir, Iam. 

Q. How long have you been employed? A. This coming 
November will be three years. 

Q. Three years this November? A. Yes. : 

Q. You were employed through the early part of last year at 
Garland - withdraw the question. Do you recall the election and 
union campaign of early last year? A. Yes, sir. | 

Q. Did you sign a card for the union through that time? 
A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Do you recall who you signed the card for? = came to 
see you? A. Well, I doubt if I would know him if I see him again. 

Q. He came to get you to signa card? A. Yes. | 

Q. Will you please tell what he stated to you at the time you 
signed the card? A. Well, he said most of my fellow employees 
had already signed the cards. | 

Q. Did he say anything else? A. Well, nothing to amount to 
anything. 

Q. About how long was he with you? A. Well, ae 15 minutes, 
I guess. 
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Q. Did you read the card? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And what do you recall of his conversation? A. Well, I 
don’t really temember today. He told me my fellow employees had 
signed cards. 

Q. How many did he say had signed? A. Well, he said most 
of them. 

MR. SMITH: Your witness. 

CROSS EXAMINATION 

Q. (By'Mr. Williamson) Was this a white man that came to 
see you? A. Yes. 

Q. If I'suggested the name, Mr. Dehil, would that refresh your 
recollection? Was that his name? A. Well, I don’t remember. It's 
been so far, I don’t remember that far back, 

Q. Do you remember anything else he told you about signing 
the card? A. No, sir. 

Q. Did he tell you that you might better your wages, working 
conditions, etc. at the plant if you would sign a card? A. Well, he 
didn’t tell me nothing about that. 

Q. Sir? A. No. 

Q. What department of the plant do you work in, Mr. Simmons? 
A. The cutting department. 

Q. What job do you have inthere? A. Cutter. 

Q. Have you been laid off anytime in the last year? A. No, 
sir. 

Q. Did I understand you to testify that you talked with this 
gentleman who came to see you something on the order of 10 to 15 
minutes? A. Yes, Sir. 

At the end of that time you signed the card? A. Yes, sir. 
Where did this take place? A. Sir? 

Where did this take place? A. In my house. 

At your home? A. Yes, sir. 
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Q. Was anyone else present besides yourself? A. No, sir. 


Q. Now, do I understand you to testify that the only thing that 
you can remember that he said was that most of your fellow em- 
ployees had signed a card? A. That's right. | 
Q. Is that the only thing that you remember him saying? 
A. Well, in general, that's the only thing I remember him saying. 
It's been so far back. 
* * * 
FRANCES COTTLE 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of Respondent and, being 
first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 
* * * x 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 
Q. (By Mr. Smith) Mrs. Cottle, as I ask questions, will you 
try to talk loudly enough so that I can understand you, and everyone 


may hear? A. Yes. | 

Q. You are an employee of Garland? A. Yes. | 

Q. How long have you been employed? A. It will be two years 
in August. | 

Q. Do you recall in the early part of last year a union campaign 
and subsequent election? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Did you sign a card during that time, a union card? 
A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Do you recall who came to see you at that time, to have you 
sign it? A. No, sir, I don't know his name. 

Q. Did he call at your home? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Will you please tell what occurred during that conversation 
what he said to you? A. I don't remember all of it. I oes remember 

all of what he said. 

Q. Well, tell what you do remember. A. I ne him 
saying that if I signed a card, I could vote anyway I wanted to in the 


election. 
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Q. Did you ask him whether or not you could? A. Sir? 

Q. Did you ask him whether or not you could? A. No, sir, 
he told me. 

Q. Did he make a statement to you with respect to other em- 
ployees who might have signed a card? A. He said the majority 
had already signed. 

Q. About how long did he talk with you? A. I don't know. I 
was going to fix supper when he come to the house, and he kept 
right on staying, so I decided to go ahead and sign it, so that I could 
get rid of him. 

MR. WILLIAMSON: Objection to why she said she was going 
ahead and sign it. Move to strike the answer. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I'll permit it. 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) All right. Go ahead. A. So I signed it and 
he left. 

Q. Do you have children? A. Yes. 

Q. You are the sole support of those children? A. Yes. 

Q. Now, did he talk to you about benefits, wages, working 
conditions, anything of that nature? A. Yes, sir, he said something 
about - I don’t know what all he said. 


Q. Did he say how many employees had already signed? 
A. No, sir, he just said the majority of them had already signed it. 
MR. SMITH: Your witness. 
CROSS EXAMINATION 


*x x * « * 


Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Now, on this card, was it a white man 
that came to see you? A. Yes. 
Q. And did you ask him if there was going to be an election? 
A. No, sir. 
Q. What was that? A. No, sir. 
Q. How did the subject of the election come up? A. He brought 
it up. 
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Q. What didhe say? A. He just said if it come to an election, 
I wouldn't have to vote for the union. 
Q. If it come to an election? A. Yes. i 
Q. Did he suggest anything else that might happen besides an 
election with regard to the union? A. I don't PERS SCE 008 saying 
anything. 
Q. Did he say that the union was going to ask for recognition? 
A. I didn't hear him say that. | 
Q. How long did you talk with this gentleman altogether ? 
A. I don't know. It was about 45 minutes ‘til the hour. © 
Q. And is it your testimony that the only two things you 
remember are the two sentences, “If I signed the card I ican vote 


pase 


auy way I wanted in the election” and the other sentence, 
majority had already signed"? 
Is that your testimony, that those are the only two things that 


you remember? A. Yes, sir. 


Q. Was there just one gentleman that came to see Le about 
the card? A. Yes, sir. | 
* * * 
CARMEN AMELY 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of the Respondent and, 
being first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 
* aa « *« * 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 
Q. (By Mr. Smith) Mrs. Amely, are you an employee of 
Garland Knitting Mills? A. Yes, sir. | 
Q. How long have you been there? A. Almosta year and a 
half. | 
Q. Almost three and a half years? A. Two and a half years. 
Q. Do you recall the union election campaign of last year ? 


A. What do you mean? 
Q. Do you remember the election? A. Oh, yes, yes, I do. 
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Q. And do you remember the organizational effort before that 
time? A. Yes, sir. 
And did you signa card? A. Yes, I did. 
Who didi you sign that card for? A. To who? 
Yes. Who got the card from you? A. Lucy. 
Lucy Bork? A. Lucy Bork, yes, sir. 
You gave the card to her? A. Well, she come over to my 
house and then I signed it when she came over. 
Q. And gave ittoher? A. Yes. 
Q. Was anyone with her at the time? A. Yes, there was 
somebody - a man for the union. I don’t remember who he was. 
Q. Now, did Miss Bork ever talk to you about that card before 
you signed it? A, Well, I heard everybody talking that they were 
going to have cards, you know, for people to sign it. 


Q. Did Lucy Bork talk to you directly about signing it? A. No. 


No, not before she came over to my house. 

Q. Well, how did you get to work in the morning? A. With her. 

Q. You gowith her? A. Yes. 

Q. Did you'discuss it when you were driving to work with her? 
A, Discuss it, about signing the card? 

Q. Yes. A, Yes, sometimes we talked about it. 

Q. Did you'ever read that card before you signed it? A. No. 

Q. Did anyone ever read it to you? A. No. 

Q. What were you told before you signed it? A. They told 
me it was going to be better for me, for the work would be better 
working, do me good on the production, and all that stuff, but I 
should have read the card before I signed it, but I didn't. 

Q. Nothing was related with that card to your getting a ride 
to work? A. Well, in one way - I didn't sign it because I wanted to 
be in the union, because I didn’t care about a union. My husband is 
in the service and I just work, you know - this is the first time he 


would let me work. 


* * x x * 
Q. (By Mr. Smith) I've almost forgotten how I phrased it. 
Was any relationship made at the time with respect to your signing 

the card and your ride to work? A. Well, in one way it was, but 
she didn't mention anything. I felt myself, because I used to ride 
with her, I didn't have nobody else to ride - I thought maybe if I 
didn't sign the card, she wasn't going to take me back to work 
anymore. 

* * * x 


CROSS EXAMINATION | 
Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Mrs. Amely, there were two people 


present when you signed the card? A. Yes, sir. | 
Q. There was a man anda woman? A. Yes, sir. | 
Q. Does the name Hostetler - does that refresh your recol- 
lection? A. I don't know his name. There were too many different, 
many different ones, about two or three different ones. I don't 
know - they sit on the outside, you know. They stay on the outside 
| 


when we get off from work and they give us some papers. 


Q. Did anything happen to prevent you from reading the card 
before you signed it? A. Well, I was inside of there. My husband 
was working, and then I know - I was afraid he would get home when 
they was at my house and then, I signed it and when he got home, 
they gave me the card and I told him, and he said, "Did you read it?” 

And I said, "No." And he read it to me, and he said, "Did you 
see what it said over here?" And I said, "No." That's when I find 
out. | 

Q. But you did have the opportunity to read the card before you 


signed it? A. Yes, after he got home he read it for me, and then I 
read it myself. | 
Q. You took the card home with you? A. No, it was in my 


house because she came to my house. 
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Q. And then after you signed it, why you handed it back to 
whom, Miss Bork? A. Yes. 

Q. This was after your husband had read it to you? A. No, 
because she left me some more. She gave me about six or 
seven cards, to see if I can take it to work and make the other girls 

Sign it. 
FREDDIE WEARRIEN 
was called as a witmess by and on behalf of Respondent and, being 
first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 
= = * * 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 
Q. (By Mr. Smith) Mr. Wearrien, you are an employee of 
Garland Knitting Mills? A. That's right. 
Q. How long have you been employed there? A. Three years 
and five months. 
Q. Do you recall the election and the union organizational effort 
of last year? A. How is that now? 


Q. Do you recall the union election at Garland last year? 
A. Do I recali the union election? 
Q. Yes. Do you remember it? A. Well, yes. 
Q. And do you remember the organizational attempts before 


the election, where the union tried to get cards signed? A. Yes. 

Q. Let me show you this card. This is General Counsel's 
Exhibit No. 135, Is this your signature? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Is that your address? A. That’s right. 

Q. Did you write this date? A. That’s the 2nd and 27th - 
something like that ? 

Q. Yes. A. I guess I did. If I write my name on it, I guess I 
write the date. 

Q. Is that'your writing, that date? A. That’s my writing. 
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Q. Do you recall who came to see you over this card? A. I 
don't know that man. There were two mans that came to my 
house. | 
Q. Twomen? A. That's right. 
Q. Do you recall about when they came to your house ? I mean 
what day of the week it was? A. Well, I don’t know what day it was. 


I know it was on that same date, sir. I guess I write = date after 


I write my name. 

Q. About how long did they stay there? A. I guess they stayed 
around - I imagine about 15 or 20 minutes, something like that. 

They didn't stay very long. | 

Q. Had you invited them into your home? A. That’ s right. 

Q. What did they tell you when they talked with you? A. Well, 
when they first come to my home, they asked me for a little of my 
attention, and I told them yes, and they said they was anion mans. 
And so they said could they come in and so I tell them yes, come 
on in. : 

So they said - well they had these cards, so they approached 
me. They said, ‘We are union mans trying to get, going to get up a 
union for Garland Mills" or something like that. | 

And I said, "Well, yeah?" And they said, "Most everybody else 
done signed but you." : 

So I said, “Well, yeah." So I wouldn't want to be the only one 
that didn't sign, so I go ahead and sign my name on it. | 

MR. WILLIAMSON: Object to the subjective testimony about 
why he didn't want, etc. and move that it be stricken. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: All right. I'll strike it. 

@. (By Mr. Smith) You signed the card after this was told to 
you? A. That's right. 

Q. Did you read the card yourself? A. No, I didn't read 
nothing. 

MR. SMITH: Your witness. | 
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CROSS EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Did you have an opportunity to read 
the card, Mr. Wearrien? A. Well, no, he didn't say nothing to me 
about no reading. He just said he wanted me to sign my name on it. 

Q. They didn’t stop you from reading it? A. They didn’t stop 
me, but I just might couldn't read it. 

Q. Sir? A. I can't see to read that no way. 

Q. You can't see to read it? A. No, I can't hardly see unless 
Ihave on my glasses and I didn’t have no glasses. 

Q. Did you tell them that you didn’t have your glasses ? 

A. Well, they didn’t ask me nothing about that. 

Q. You didn't tell them, did you? A. I didn’t tell them nothing. 
They just asked me to sign the card. They say everybody else had 
done signed but me, so I didn’t want to be the only one. 

Q. How long have you been working for Garland, Mr. Wearrien? 
A. Three years and five months. 

Q. Three years and five months. Were you laid off this last 
week? A. No, sir. 

Q. Did you work right through? A. Right through. 

Q. As a matter of fact, last year didn’t your wife babysit for 
Mr. Buffington? A. Well, yeah, a little. 

Q. He was the Assistant Plant Manager at that time? A. That's 
right. 

Q. You say these gentlemen talked to you for 15 or 20 minutes? 
A. Just about, I guess. 

Q. And you invited them into your home ? A. That's right. 
They asked me could they come in after they asked me for a little 


of my attention, so I tell them yes. They said could they come in, so 


I tell them to come on in. 
Q. Did they tell you that they were union men? A, That's 
right. They tell me they were union mans. 
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Q. After you learned that they were union men, why you invited 
them on in? A. That's right. | 

Q. Have you ever worked under a union before? A. No, never 
did. | 

Q. What were some of the other things that these gentlemen 
told you about the union? A. Well, I don't remember. 

Q. The only thing you remember is that they told you everybody 
else had signed? A. Everybody had signed but me, that’ s right. 

Q. Except you, but you? A. That's right. I didn't; ‘want to be 
the only one that didn't sign, so I went ahead and signed it. 

Q. You took that to mean that you were the last remaining 
person in the plant that hadn't signed? A. Well, they talked, you 
see, they come in in kind of a sneaky way. : 

Q. They did what? A. They come in in kind of a sneaky way 
to make me believe that Garland was involved in the things, that 
Garland was getting up this union for Garland, you see. 

Q. Well, did you think that the union was going to be some 

place else besides Garland? A. Well, I didn't think that. I 
didn't have no idea on that. 

Q. Asa matter of fact, they told you they were trying to get 
the union into Garland, didn't they? A. I understand it this way. 


They said they were going to get up this union for Garland Mills. 
That's the way I understand it. 
Q. They were going to get a union in out there at| Garland Mills? 


A. Get it up for Garland Mills, is the way I understand it. 


Q. Was one of these men a gentleman by the name of Clarence 
Loftin? A. Well, I don't know the name. They didn" tell me their 
names, you see, but I forget. 

Q. Was one of them wearing glasses? A. Well, I didn't take 
notice of that. Probably he may have had them on. I don't know. 

Q. Do you know whether he was wearing glasses or not? A. I 
didn't take notice. | 
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Q. And after they told you they were trying to get a union into 
Garland Mills, then what did they tell you? A. What? 

Q. What did they tell you after they told you they were trying 
to get a union in out at Garland Mills? A. They tell me they had 

these cardsi and everybody had done signed these cards, and 
they wanted me to sign one. So I didn’t want to be the only one that 
didn‘t sign, so I went ahead and signed it. 

Q. Have you talked to anybody about your testimony before 
you came up here today? A. No. 

Q. That is the only thing you remember those gentlemen saying 
to you during the 20 minutes? A. That's right. I haven't had no 
talking with nobody but those head mans out there, those particular 
time. 

Q. Those are the only things you remember them saying ? 

A. That’s right. 

Q. Out of 20 minutes that they were there? A. Fifteen or 
twenty minutes, I said, because we didn’t limit the time, you know. 

Q. You talked about a lot of other things about the union, didn’t 
you? A. How’s that? 

Q. You talked about a lot of other things in connection with the 


union while these gentlemen were there, didn't you? A. No, I didn't 


have very much talk to say. 

Q. They talked about it, didn’t they? A. Well, I don't remember, 
probably they did. 

Q. Didn't they tell you that the union might help you with your 

wages down there at the plant? A. I don’t remember. 

Q. You don’t remember them telling you that? A. No. 

= * * * 

MARGIE ALLEN 

was called as a witness by and on behalf of the Respondent and, being 
first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 


* * * * 
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DIRECT EXAMINATION 
Q. (By Mr. Smith) Mrs. Allen, you are an employee of 
Garland in Beaufort? A. Yes, sir. | 
Q. How long have you been employed? A. Since Sune 14, 1964. 
Q. Do you recall the union election of last year ? A. Yes. 
Q. Do you recall the organizational attempt before that time 


when people were asking for cards to be signed? A. Yes. 


Q. Did you sign one? A. Yes. 
Q. Where did you sign that card? A. At my home. 


Q. Who came to your home to get this card signed? A. Mr. 


London. 
Q. Would you tell me, if you will, what was told you at that 
time by Mason London? Before you signed the card? A. Well, I 
can't remember what everything he said was, but you know, he was 
saying that the union was a good thing to be with, and he said that the 
union was a good thing to be with and if the union would come in the 


plant, the plant would be better than it is now, and we would have 
more paid holidays than we were having now. 
Q. Did he say anything with respect to the number of people 
that had already signed the cards? A. He said with all the workers, 
you know, together - he said they had probably - it would probably be 
about 150, he said, already signed. | 
Q. He said about 150 had already signed? A. Yes. 
Q. Did he use the word "majority" when he talked! with you? 
A. Yes. | 
Q. That a majority of the employees had already signed? 
A. Yes. | 
MR. SMITH: Your witness. | 
CROSS EXAMINATION 


* * * * | * 


| 
Q. (By Mr. Williamson) How long did you talk with Mason 
London about signing the card? A. Well, he stayed at my house 


about - it was over an hour. 

Q. He said you would have a better plant if the union got in? 
A. Yes. 

Q. Did he’ say that the union was going to request recognition 
if they had a majority signed up? A. Request what? 

Q. The union was going to request the company to bargain with 

them if they had a majority signed up? A. I don't know. Repeat 
that again please. 

Q. Did he’ say that if the union had a majority sign up, that they 
were going to request the company to bargain with them or recognize 
them? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Is that how this discussion of a majority started? Is that 
how that came about, in that statement? A. Yes, sir. 

= a = * 

EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Trial Examiner Weil) Did he tell you that about 150 
people had signed, or that a majority had signed, or both? A, It 
was both. 

Q. I was both? A. Yes. 

« = * 

RECROSS EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Had you asked him a question about 
this? A. Did I ask him any questions, you say? 

Q. About this 150 people? Had you asked a question about 
those? A. No. 

=x * 

CLARA B. JONES 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of Respondent, and being 
first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 


* * x * 
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DIRECT EXAMINATION 
Q. (By Mr. Smith) Mrs. Jones, you are SET Garland 
Knitting Mills? A. Yes, I am. | 
Q. How long have you been employed there? A. Over three 
years. | 
Q. Do yourecall the union election and the union ee 
campaign early last year? A. Yes. 
Q. Ibelieve you signed a card during that time ? A. Yes. 
Q. Where did you sign that card? A. Athome. © 
Q. Athome? A. Yes. 
Q. Do you recall who came to see you at home to have that 
card signed? A. The man's name, no, I don't remember. 
Q. Itwasaman? A. Yes. 
Q. What did he tell you during the talk before you signed the 
card? A. When you say what did he tell me, what did you mean? 
Q. What did he talk about? What did he say to you? A. Well, 
we talked about, you know, that the union wanted to come into 
Garland - that's what we talked about. | 
Q. Did he say anything with respect to how many other people 
had signed? A. Well, I asked him did he have a majority and he told 
me yes. 
Q. He told you that he already hadit? A. Yes. 
Q. And you askedhim? A. Yes, I asked him. 
Q. Did he say anything with respect to what might happen if you 
didn't sign that card? A. Well, he just said, if they cons in, that 


we could be.sorry if I hadn't signed. 
Q. And then you signed it? A. Yes, thenI Ben it. 
MR. SMITH: Your witness. | 
CROSS EXAMINATION | 


Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Are you presently working at the 


Company, Mrs. Jones? A. Yes, I am. 
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Q. Were you laid off this winter? A. Yes. 
Q. For how long? A. About two months. 
Q. And when were you laid off? A. I think it was the last day 
in October until the 3rd of January. 
Q. Did you go to the Christmas party out at the Company ? 
A. Yes. 
You got an invitation? A. Yes, I got an invitation. 
And you got a Christmas bonus? A. Yes. 
You got a letter with the bonus? A. Yes. 
Signed by Mr. Burnat? A. Yes, I think it was. 
x x * * 
Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Mrs. Jones, does the name Robert 
Whitt, does that jog your memory as far as this card you signed? 
A. No. 
Q. Is that the gentleman who got you to sign the card? A. I 
don’t know. I told you I don’t remember his name. 
Q. Where did you say you were when you signed the card? 
A, At home. 
Q. Was anyone else present besides yourself and this gentleman 
who brought the card? A. No, but my children, the children. 
Q. About what time of day was it? A. I don’t remember. All 
I know was it was in the afternoon, but the exact time, I don't 
remember. 
Q. And how long did he stay there talking with you? A. Well, 
it was close to about 45 minutes, I would say. I can't be exact. 
Q. That is three-quarters of an hour? A. Yes. 
Q. Now, tell us again what he had to say to you about the union. 
A. Well, as I said before, I can't remember everything that he said 
about it. 
Q. Yes, ma'am. Tell us what you do remember. A. About the 


union, what he - well, he said the union was trying to get organized 


at Garland, so do you want me to say what I have just said to Mr. Smith? 
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Q. Iwant you to tell us everything that you remember that this 
gentleman told you now. A. Well, he told me that - I asked him did 
they have a majority of the girls had signed these cards, and he told 
me yes. And he told me that if we didn't sign, and the union got in, 

we could be sorry. What he meant, I don't know. | 

Q. Do you remember anything else he said to you about the 
union? A. No, I couldn't be exact. 

Q. All you remember is those two or three sentences? A. Yes, 
I remember those because I asked him those questions. I mean, we 
talked about that quite a bit. | 

Q. Well, what did you ask him about whether you Would be 
sorry if you didn't sign a card? A. Well, I didn't ask him about, 
you know, about being sorry. 


* * * * 


x 


Q. (By Mr. Zeigler) The first person you ever discussed it 
with after you signed it was Mr. Smith over here on last poe? 
A. The first person was my husband. 

Q. Your husband? A. Yes. : 

Q. When did you discuss it with your husband? A After the 
man had left and my husband came home. | 

Q. Now, who else besides your husband did you discuss it with? 
A. Nobody but my husand. 

Q. And the first person other than your husband you mentioned 
it to was Mr. Smith here? A. Yes. 

Q. You didn't say anything to any of your friends? A. No. 

Q. Never mentioned it to anybody? A. Inever mentioned it 
to anybody that I had signed a card. | 

Q. Did you ever see Mr. Whitt again, the man who came to see 
you? A. No. 

Q. Do you deny that you told Dorene Crumley over here that 


someone had come to your house and that you had signed a union 
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card for him? A. Yes, I deny it, because I didn't tell anybody but 
my husband. 

Q. Did you go to a union meeting after you signed the union 
card? A. Yes, I went to one. 

Q. When? A. I don’t remember when. It was the next meeting 
that I know of after the weekend of the campaign. 

Q. Do you deny having any conversation with Dorene Crumley 
about signing? A. Yes. 


x = = * 


Court Room, Second Floor 
Marine Corps Air Station 
Beaufort, South Carolina 
Wednesday, April 5, 1967 


* * * 
CATHERINE SMALLS 

was called as 2 witness by and on behalf of Respondent and, first 
affirming to tell the truth, was examined and testified as follows: 

= = ~ x * 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) Mrs. Smalls, are you employed by Garland 
Knitting Milis of Beaufort? A. Yes. 

Q. How long have you been employed? A. Three years and 
some months - I just can’t remember how many months now. 

Q. Do you recall the union election of last year ? A. Yes,I 
remember that. Fe 

Q. Do you remember the organizational campaign before the 
election in which persons attempted to get cards signed? A. How 


do you mean now? 


Q. Well, let me ask another question. Before the election, did 


you sign a card for the union? A. Yes. 
Q. Where was that card signed? A. At my home. 
Q. Do you recall when it was? A. I don't remember. I don't 


remember when it was. 
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Q. Was it in the day time or the evening? A. Oh, it was in 
the evening, the late evening. | 
Q. Who came to your house at that time? A. A man. 


Q. Did he stay with you and talk with you about the union ? 


A. Yes. | 
Q. Was anyone else present with you at that time? . 
husband was. 
Q. Did you sign the card in this man's presence ? A. Whose 


presence ? | 
Q. Inthe union man who came to see you, in his presence? 

A. Oh, yes. 
Q. Was he a white man or a colored man? A. White. 
Q. Was anyone else with him? A. No. 
MR. SMITH: Your witness. 


* * *x 


ROSE WAHLFELDT 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of the Respondent and, 
being first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 

* * * * 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) Mrs. Wahlfeldt, when I'm asking questions, 
would you just answer mine and speak loudly enough s0 that I can 
hear, and then I know everyone else will. | 

Mrs. Wahlfeldt, are you an employee of Garland Knitting Mills 
of Beaufort? A. Yes, sir. | 

Q. How long have you been employed? A. Three years. 

Q. Do you recall the union election of last year?| A. Yes, 
sir. | 

Q. Do you recall the organizational attempts before the election 
occurred by the union? A. Yes, sir. | 
Q. Didyousignacard? A. Yes, sir, I did. : 
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Q. During that period of time, who came to see you? Do you 
A. No, sir, I don’t. 

Q. Where did you sign the card? A, At home. 

Q. Was it a man or woman who came to see you? A, Aman. 

Q. Was he white or colored? A. White. 

Q. Will you tell what he told you at the time he talked with you 

_ before you signed the card? A, I don’t remember, sir. 


Q. Do you'remember any part of that conversation? A. Very 
few. 

Q. Did he mention -- 

MR. WILLIAMSON: Object. The witness has said that she 
doesn't remember, and I think it’s improper to attempt to refresh 
her memory this way. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: What? 

MR, WILLIAMSON: I take it all back, 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) During the conversation do you recall this 
man’s mentioning how many others had signed the cards? A. Yes, 
sir, I do. 

Q. What did he tell you? A. He said that everyone had signed 
a card, 

Q. Do you recall what day this was that he came to see you? 
A. It was on a Saturday morning. 

Q. Did you read the card? A. No, sir, I did not. 

Q. Did you sign it after he talked with you? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Did you read it before you signed it? A. No, sir. 

Q. Did he'read it to you? A. Certain parts of it, yes, sir. 

MR. SMITH: Your witness. 

CROSS EXAMINATION 

* sad * * * 

@. (By Mr. Williamson) Mrs. Wablfeldt, did Mr. Smith first 
ask you what the gentleman said to you when you signed the card and 
you replied, "I don’t remember.” Is that correct? A. Yes, sir. 
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Q. And then after that, you did remember some things? 
A. A few things. 
Was anyone with this gentleman who came to see you? 
No, sir. 
He was by himself? A. Yes, sir. | 
Were there any persons of your family present? A. No, 


Q. Did anything happen to prevent you from reading the card 
before you signed it? A. No. | 

Q. Ma'am? A. No. 

Q. How long was this gentleman there that brougat 
A. About ten minutes. 

Q. Did he say anything else beside "Everyone has signed the 
card"? A. No, sir. | 

Q. That's the only thing he said in ten minutes ? A Yes, sir. 

Q. How many times did he repeat that to you in ten minutes, 
Mrs. Wahlfeldt? A. I don't remember, sir. | 

Q. That is the only thing he said during the ten minutes he was 
there? A. He didn't discuss the card to me hardly at all. 

Q. No, ma'am. That's not what I'm asking you. I'm asking 

you, this phrase you used, “Everyone has signed a card”, that's 
the only thing that that gentleman said while he was there? A. Yes, 


sir. 
And he was there ten minutes? A. Yes, sir. | 

He didn't say anything else but that? A. That's all. 
Did he repeat that once or more than once? A. More than 


| 
How many times did he repeat that? A. I would say about 


three times. 
Q. Three times in ten minutes? A. Yes, sir. 


| 
| 
Q. Did you do any talking during this time? A. No, sir, I did 
| 
| 


not. 
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Q. He just stood there and inside of ten minutes he repeated 


this same sentence three times? A. Yes, sir. 
@. Was this on the front porch or in the house? A. Inside my 


trailer, sir. 

Q. Did you invite him into the house? A. I beg your pardon? 

Q. Did you invite him into the house? A. Yes, sir, I asked 
him in. 

Q. Was this after he told you who he was with? A. He told me 

after he came in who he was. 

Q. Did he say anything about the union might better your working 
conditions at the plant? A. No, sir. 

Q. The only thing he said in ten minutes was "Everyone has 
signed a card"? That’s the only thing he said? A, Yes, sir. 

Q. Mrs. Wahlfeldt, have you talked to anybody out at the plant 
about the fact that you signed a card, among the other employees? 
A. No, sir. ; 

Q. You haven't discussed that matter with them at all? A. No, 
sir. 

Q. The first person that you discussed this with since you 
signed the card was Mr. Smith here last Friday? A. Yes, sir. 

You never talked to anyone else about it? A. No, sir. 

Not your husband? A. No. 

Not any relatives? A. No, sir. 

Not any other employee? A. No, sir. 

Where did Mr. Smith talk to you about this card? A. At 
the plant, sir. 

Q. What part of the plant? What part of the plant was it where 
he talked to you? A. In the office. 

Q. Inthe office? Whose office? A. His office. 

Q. Mr. Smith's office? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Where is that located? What part-of the plantjg Mr. Smith 
located in? A. It’s in the plant, sir. 
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Q. Iknow. What part of the plant is it located in? ; A. I can't 
tell you, sir. | 


Q. How did you know to go to Mr. Smith's office there at the 


plant? A. I was asked to go and talk. 
Q. Who asked you to go to Mr. Smith's office? A. | I don't 


remember who it was, sir. | 

Q. Was she white or colored? A. It was a white lady. 

Q. White lady? A. Yes. | 

Q. Have you ever seen her around the plant before? A. Yes, 
sir, I've seen her but I don't know her name. | 

Q. You don't know her name: ? A. No, sir. 

Q. What did she say when she asked you to go to Mr. Smith's 
oifice? What did she say to you? A. She asked me to go talk to 
him. 

Q. Go talk to who? A. Mr. Smith. | 

Q. Did she otherwise identify him other than as Mr. Smith ? 
A. No, sir. | 

Q. Allright. Did she say anything to you on the way to go see 
Mr. Smith? A. No. 

Q. Did she go with you? A. No, sir. | 

Q. Well, how did you know where to go find Mr. Smith? You 
just told us a few minutes ago you didn't know where his office was 
located in the plant. How did you know where to find Mr. Smith if 
she didn't go with you? A. Well, she went part of the way, but she 


stopped off. | 


Q. She went part of the way. Where did she stop off? ? Where 
did she stop off? Can you answer that question? A. No, sir, I can't. 


Q. Allright. I'll go back to my original question then. If she 
stopped off part of the way, how did you know the rest of the way to 
go to go see Mr. Smith in his office? A. I can't answer that, sir. 

Q. This happened when, last Friday? A. Yes. | 
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Q. And that has been what, five days ago? Is that correct? 
A. Yes, sir. 

Q. After you got to Mr. Smith's office there at the plant, do 
you remember anything that was said between the two of you at 
that time? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. How did the conversation between you and Mr. Smith start? 
A. Ican't tell you that. I can't say. 

Q. All right. Now, ma’am, is there any reason why you can't 
tell me what happened in a conversation five days ago, but you are 
quite sure of what happened in a conversation when you signed your 
union card over a year ago. 

Is there any reason for that, that you would care to tell us 
here? A. Well, I can’t answer that, sir. 

MR. WILLIAMSON: Nothing further. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Why can’t you answer that, ma’am? You 
don’t know ? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir, I remember it. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, why can’t you answer his questions? 

THE WITNESS: Can he ask it again? Can he ask the question 

again ? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Would you read back the question, please? 

(Question read.) 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Now, that’s the question. 

THE WITNESS: I don’t understand the question. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Have you any explanation for the fact that 
you can recall a conversation of a year ago and you can't recall a 
conversation of five days ago? That’s what the question calls for. 

THE WITNESS: No, sir. 

* « * 

DIANA DELANEY 
was called as a2 witness by and on behalf of the Respondent, and after 
affirming to tell the truth, was examined and testified as follows: 


* * 
DIRECT EXAMINATION | 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) Mrs. DeLaney, in answering, would you 
speak loudly enough so that I can hear and everyone else should be 
able to hear. Are you an employee of Garland SEE Mills? 
A. Yes, sir, Iam. | 

Q. How long have you been employed there? A. About a year. 

Q. Do you recall the month that you came to work? A. In 
January. | 

Q. January of last year? A. That's right. 

Q. Do you recall the election that took place last year, the union 
election? A. Yes, sir, I do. i 

Q. Prior to that election, did you sign a card? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. Aunion card? A. I did. 

Q. Where were you when you signed that card? A, At home. 

Q. Did anyone come to see youthere? A. Yes. | 

Q. Who? Do you recall who it was that came to see you? 
A. Ireally don't. I know it was a gentleman but I don't know his 


name. | 


Q. Do you know whether he was a white or a colored gentleman ? 
A. He was white. 

Q. Do you recall what he told you at that time before you signed 
the card? A. Well, I don't, not in the exact words. | 

Q. Allright. Tell us as much as you can recall of what he said 


to you. A. As far as I can recall he said that it was necessary - they 
was trying to get a union and it was necessary for me to sign 
this card. He said this would help make working conditions better. 
Q. Did he tell you or mention to you how many others had 
signed the card? A. He just said most of them had signed already. 
Q. Now, when he used this word "necessary", do you recall 
just what he said when he used this word "necessary"?! A. Well, 


that's just about all I remember, recall him saying. | 


x 


EDNA HILL CARTER 

was called as a witness by and on behalf of Respondent and, being 
first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 

« * * * 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) Mrs. Carter, are you an employee of 
Garland Knitting Mills? A. Yes. 

Q. How long have you been employed there? A. It will be 
three years the 21st of September. 

Q. Do you recall the union election of last year? A. Yes. 

Q. Prior to that time, did you sign a card for the Union? 
A. Yes. 

Q. Do you recall who came to see you at that time that you 


Signed the card? A. Dorene Crumley and another woman - I’ve 


forgotten her name. 

Q. Another woman? A. Yes. 

Q. Do you recall whether this other woman was colored or 
white? A. White. 

Q. Was anyone else present at that time? A. My two children. 

Q. Now, during that time, was this card ever read to you? 
A. Repeat that question. 

Q. Was the card ever read to you that you signed? A. No. 

Q. Did you ever read the card? A. No. 

Q. What did you talk about? A. Oh, about sick pay and better 
wages. 

Q. Did she say you would get better of all these things ? 
A. Yes. 

Q. Now, after this card was signed, did you have any other 
discussion with anybody about your card? A. I talked to my 
brother-in-law about it. 
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Q. About when was that that you talked to your brother -in-law? 
A. Two or three days later. 
Q. As aresult of that conversation with your brother-in-law, 
did you do anything? A. No, I changed my mind then. | 
* ad ad x 
CROSS EXAMINATION | 
Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Mrs. Carter, when you signed the 


card, did anything prevent you from reading it? A. No. 
Q. And you knew it was a union card at that time? A. Yes. 
Q. Did you go to union meetings after you signed the card? 


A. I went to two. | 


Q. You went to two meetings? <A. Yes. 


* * * | 
| 
| 


ESTELLE RUTLAND 

was called as a witness by and on behalf of the Respondent and, being 
first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 
| 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) Mrs. Rutland, are you employed at Garland 
Knitting Mills? A. Iam. 

Q. How long have you been employed there? A. Going on 


* * * * 


four years, now. | 

Q. What is your job position? A. I'm a line supervisor. 

Q. Aline supervisor? A. Yes, sir. | 

Q. What line is that? A. I'm at the band line, that puts bands 
on skirts. 
Q. How long have you been a supervisor of that line? A. About 
three years. | 

Q. Do you recall the election of last year? A. I do. 

Q. Describe, if you will, what is done in this band line section 
or department? A. We put the bands on the skirts and the skirt - 
we lay the skirt down and put the band on, we start to sew a couple 
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of stitches and put the size tag and the Garland label tag in it. 

Q. And then what happens to this garment after your section 
is through with it? A. Well, we top stich it and then we send it to 
the hemmer. 

Q. What degree of completion is the garment when it leaves 
your section? A, When it leaves my section the band is completed 
on it. 

Q. What else remains to be done before it is a complete 
saleable garment? A. It has to be hemmed and inspected and 
pressed, and the final inspection in the shipping room. 

Q. How many employees do you have in your section? A. At 


the present? 
Q. Yes. A. Ihave 34. 
Q. Now, during the time from say, January through May 13 of 


last year, about how many did you have in your section? 
A. At one time I had probably 72 in my section. 

Q. About when would that time be? A. I would say it was 
sometime in January. 

Q. All right. Now, let’s come up to May of last year, of 1966, 
about how many were in your section then, approximately? A. I 
had about 50, maybe 55 or 56, something like that. 

Q. These tags that you mention, where are they kept in your 
section? A. The tags that are put into the skirts? 

Q. Yes. A. Ikeep them in my section at all times. I put them 
on all the machines because we use them in our section. I give them 
out all during the day to the girls because me and the other service 
girls distribute these tags to them, because they are required to be 
in the skirts and that’s the only time they can be put on. 

Q. Are they generally kept at the machines? A. That's right. 

Q. Has Evelyn Houston ever been in your section? A. She 


has, at a time. 
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Q. Let's say around May of last year. Was she in your section, 


do you recall? A. I wouldn't say exactly when, but I know she was in 
my section sometime during May, I think. : 

Q. What about Dorothy Walker? A. She wasn't in my section 
at the time in May, but she had been in mine once before. 

Q. About when? A. She was in my section in J anuary when I 
had the 72 girls; then it was divided up for another supervisor to 
take that part. She was in this other supervisor's section. 

Q. Is Dorene Crumley in your section? A. No, sir. 

Q. Do you know whose section she was in? A. She was in 
Helen's, Helen Smith. ! 

Q. Did you ever have occasion to speak to Dorothy Walker 
pertinent to a conversation with Dorene Crumley? A. Yes, I have. 

Q. Do you recall about when that was? A. I can't recall just 
exactly when it was. | 

Q. Where is Helen Smith's section in relation to yours? 

A. Well, at this particular time, I had, on the other side of Helen's 

section, Helen Smith's section, because they had some special pants 

that they had to get out, and I had to superv: se this line, the whole 

line myself, so I only had a few girls in that section for two weeks, 

and Dorothy was one of my girls, Dorothy Walker, and she serged. 

We started off with just a few but before the two weeks was off, Ihad 
more serging, but Dorothy, at the time, was the only one. 

Q. Let's go back to this conversation. What caused this conver - 
sation that you had with Dorothy Walker? A. Well, she was - 
Dorene's machine was in front of Dorothy's and they was leaning 
over the tables there, talking to each other, and it went on for several 
days, and Helen had mentioned it to me, and I said, “well, I just talk 
to Dorothy, because Dorene is not in my section." I'm not allowed 
to get on the other girls that is not in my section. So I asked Dorothy 
to stop talking because I needed the work and the girls was giving out 
of work, and she had to get that ready for me, and to stop talking. 
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And she said, “All right, I will.” 

Q. How does the work go? Does it pass from one girl to 
another? What was Dorothy Walker's job at that time? A. Serging 
around the zippers of the pants. 

Q. After she completes her work, does it go to any other 


person in your line? A. Yes, it goes to the zipper setters and then 


on up to put the band on the pants. 

Q. Did you'ever tell Dorothy Walker not to speak with Dorene 
Crumley? A. No, I did not. 

Q. Did you ever tell her not to sign anything? A. No, I did not. 

Q. Do you recall ever having any conversation with a Hazel 
Holden? A. No. Hazel was in my section at the time, too, but I don't 
know what kind of conversation you are talking about. 

Q. Did you ever have any conversation with her with respect 
to the union? A. No, I have not. 

Q. Did you ever offer to Hazel Holden any kind of "Vote No" 
sign or sticker? A. No. 

Q. Are you familiar with a "Vote No” sign? A. Iam. 

Q. Describe it, if you will? A. It was a blue sign with "Vote 
No™ and had an “X” on it. 

Q. Prior to the election, did you see those in the plant at 
Garland Knitting Mills at Beaufort, South Carolina? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. Where did you see them? A, I had them on my table. 

Q. What were they doing on your table? A. I put them there. 

Q. For what purpose were they there? A. Well, some of the 
girls asked me for them, and they have to pass my table to go out to 
check the clock - most of the majority of the plant did pass my table 

and they asked me - I was sitting, doing my papers, and they 
asked me could they have one, and I said, "Yes" and they picked them 
up. 

Q. Where is your table located? A. At the door - not at the 
door. I mean at the entrance to the door. It was close to the clock 
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and they had to go out the door that way, and they passed my table. 


At the end of the line is where I had my table at. 

Q. Did you at any time offer such a pass to any person? 
A. No, I did not. | 

Q. Have you at any time offered a Garland tag of any de- 
scription to any person - I'm speaking about prior to the election 


last year? A. No, I have not. 

Q. Do you know a Shirley Lindsey? A. Yes. 

Q. Is she in your section? A. Yes. 

Q. Did you ever offer a tag to Shirley Lindsey? A. No. 

Q. Did you ever offer a tag to a Dorothy Walker ? A. No. 

Q. Did you ever see any other supervisor passing out these 
tags? A. No, I did not. | 

Q. Did you ever see any supervisor passing out a “Wote No" 
sticker? A. No. 

Q. Mrs. Rutland, do you recall when the union organizational 
attempt first came to the knowledge of the management of the Company ? 

Do you recall about when? A. Would you please repeat that ? 

Q. Yes. Do you recall when the management of the Company 
first knew that the union was trying to get into the plant? A. I don't 
recall the exact date. I really don't recall the exact date they did. 

Q. Do you recall about the month that it was? A. I can't 
exactly say the month either. | 

Q. Was it in the early part of the year? A. It was sometime in 
the first part of the year, but I don't exactly know the month it was in. 
It has been so long ago. | 

Q. Allright. Dida Mr. Arnold Kublin ever have occasion to 
talk with supervision about this union effort? A. Mr. Kublin talked 
to us about it. | 

Q. Dida Mr. Glenn Carter ever talk with supervision, having 
to do with this union effort? A. Mr. Carter did talk to us. 
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Q. Who is Mr. Carter? A. Mr. Carter, at the time, was the 
manager. 

Q. The plant manager? A. The plant manager of Garland. 

Q. Did any lawyer ever have occasion to talk with you about 


the union effort? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. All right. Now, these talks, about when in relationship to 
time, were they, with respect to your knowledge of this attempt to 
get into the plant by the union? A. Will you repeat that again? 


Let me see if I can get it straight. 

Q. Yes. About when was it that Mr. Kublin talked with you? 

A. I was somewhere in the first part of the year, too, that Mr. 
Kublin talked with us. 

Q. When did Mr. Carter talk with you? A. Just before Mr. 
Kublin talked to us. 

Q. About when did this lawyer talk with you? A. After Mr. 
Kublin had talked with us. 

Q. Do you know that lawyer's name? A. You were one of them. 

Q. Was there another one? A. Yes, it was another one, but I 

don’t remember his name. 

Q. What did Mr. Carter talk about? A. Mr. Carter just called 
us in his office. 

Q. Inhis office? A. In the office there beside his. 

Q. About when was this through the day - what period of time? 
A. He told us he wanted to see us - at that time we did take a break 
in a little room off from the office there. They have made it over 
now - but he told us that he wanted to see us on our break, so he 
talked to us while we were having break, all the supervisors. 

Q. What didhe say? A. He said that he wanted to tell us what 
we could do and what we couldn’t do. We could not go out on the floor 
and ask the girls any questions about the union, but if they asked us 
we could answer them the best we knew how, if we were asked, but 
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not to ask them any questions, and that we were not to go to any of 
the meetings, or we were not to spy on any of them. : 

Q. Did he say anything else? A. I don't recall just all he did 
say, but I know in these particular things it did stick, because I knew 
we weren't supposed to do this. | 

Q. Were promises or threats mentioned in any way? A. He 
said we were not supposed to make any threats or promise anything, 

any raise - no promises at all whatsoever to them. | 

Q. Did he tell you why he was telling you that? A. He said 
that was the rules, we were not supposed to do anything, but whatever 
we done, to go out on the floor to say, would go against our company, 
and that we were not supposed to do that. | 

Q. When Mr. Kublin spoke, what did Mr. Kublin tell you? 

A. Mr. Kublin's talk was just about the same thing that Mr. Carter 
had told us. | 


Q. Where did this occur? A. He had one meeting with us in 


the cafeteria and then he had a meeting with us one night. 

Q. Where was this meeting at night held? A. At Riverdale. 

Q. What is Riverdate? A. It is - well, you can have a private 
meeting in that place or you can have your dinner and what have you 
- but at this time Mr. Kublin talked to us, all the supervisors, and 
he told us just about what Mr. Carter had said, that we ‘ould not go 
to the meetings, we could not promise them anything, or) talk to them 
about the union, unless they asked us. If they asked us, then -- 

Q. What did the lawyer tell you? A. He said ae the same 
thing that they did, just about the same thing. | 

* * * H 

CROSS EXAMINATION 

* * * * * 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Concerning Evelyn Houston and 
Dorothy Walker, were you ever consulted about their work efficiency 
during 1966? A. No. 
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Q. No member of the management ever came to you and asked 
you how they did their jobs? A. No. 

Q. How about Rebecca and Julia Frazier ? Did they ever work 
under you? A. For two weeks, Rebecca did work for a while, but 
that was all. She has never worked any more than that. 

Q. Do you know approximately when that was? A. That was 
the same time that Dorothy and Dorene was talking a lot, along about 
the first part of the year. 

Q. Did anybody in the Company ask you about Rebecca's 
efficiency? A. No. 

Q. Do you remember a lay off on September 9 last year? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Were any girls in your section laid off? A. Yes. 

Q. Have any of the girls in your section that were laid off 
on September 9 been recalled? A. Some have. 

Q. Do you know any of their names? A. I don't keep a record 
of those girls. That’s not my part. I don’t keep records of them. 


Q. What I’m asking you is, can you give me the names of some 


people laid off on September 9 who are presently working for you? 

A. Well, I really don’t - I couldn’t give you the names because there 
are sc many of them, have moved away, and some is here and 

some didn’t want to come back to work, and what have you, but now 

I don’t have anything to do with that. 

Q. No, ma’am. I wasn’t asking you who moved away or anything 
of that sort. You previously testified that some people who were laid 
off September 9 in your section were later recalled to work. Is that 
correct? A. Well, now, Audie Harris, she has not been called back. 

Q. Well, I am asking you of any that were called back. 

A. Were called back? 

Q. Yes. A. Well, I didn’t have but just a few left in my section. 
Over half of my section ~- Shirley Lindsey has been called back. 

Q. Was she laid off on September 9? A. She was laid off. 
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MR. SMITH: Excuse me. I think you are not getting together. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: I think they just did. : 
Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Shirley Lindsey was laid off on Sep- 
tember 9 of last year? A. That's right. | 
Q. And she has been called back? A. She has been called 
back. 
Who else? A. Minnie Dempsey. | 
D-e-m-p-s-e-y? A. That's right. 
All right. Can you remember any more? A. Rebecca 


Rebecca Mervin? A. Yes, sir. Ione Allen. 
Ione Allen? All right. A. Kathy Heck. 
Is that H-e-c-k-? A. That's right. 
And Reba Woods. 
Q. Who? A. Reba Woods. 
Q. All right. Now, these are people who were 1aid off Sep- 
tember 9th? A. That were laid off and have been called back. 
Q. That were laid off September 9th? A. I said probably Sep- 
tember. They might not all have been laid off the same day, but 


they was probably in the same week or something like that, alto- 
gether, when work began to get slow. ! 

* * * * | * 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Where did you say you had these Vote 
No stickers? A. On my table. | 
Q. And where was your table located? A. At the end of my 


line. 
| 


Q. Where did you get them from? A. Where did I get them 
from? 

Q. Yes. A. I put them there. 

Q. But where did you get them from to put them there? A. I 
asked Mr. Kublin for them. 


Q. And did he give you some? A. He gave them to me. 
| 
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Q. Did you have any conversation with him about what you 
wanted them for at that time? A, No, 

Q. Did he say anything to you about what to do with them? 
A. What to do with them? 

Q. Yes. A. No. 

Q. You just went to him and said, "Mr. Kublin, I want some 
bumper stickers"? A. I said, "Can I have some of these bumper 
stickers ?™ And he said, “Yes, you can have them.” And I taken 


them. 

Q. Were there in the piace you went to? A. Were they where? 

Q. I'm talking about before they got on your table. I’m trying 
to find out how they got there. Now, we have established that you 
went and got them and I’m trying to find out who you got them from? 
A. I got them from Mr. Kublin. 

Q. Where did you go see Mr. Kublin to get them? A. I went 


in the office. I was in the office and I saw them. 

Q. Was that his office? A. Weil, that’s where he goes at 
when he comes down here, 

Q. Were these stickers in the office there? A. Were they in 
the office ? 

Q. Yes. A. I can’t recall just where they were at at the time 
but I know I seen one, and I asked him for them. 

Q. You asked him for them? A. He had one, and I asked him 
if he had any more and he gave them to me. 

Q. He went and got them? A, He gave them to me there. 

Q. Did he go and get them for you? A. Yes, he gave them to 
me. He went and got them for me. 

Q. Did you wait there in the office while he got them? A. Yes. 

Q. Ail right. Now, did you have any conversation about them 
while you were there with Mr. Kublin? A. No. 

Q. He didn’t mention them at all to you? A. No. 

Q. Other than to say that you could have some. A. That’s right. 
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Q. Did he give you any instructions about them? A. No. 

Q. Allright. Now, you took them from there. About how 
many did you get? A. I don't know. I didn't count them. I don't 
remember. 

Q. All right. About how many did you have on the desk? 

A. I don't know. : 

Q. Did you have 100? A. No, I didn't have that many. I had 
quite a few but I didn't have that many, I don't think. | 

Q. Well, about 80? A. I'd say I had about 50, 60, something 
like that, but I couldn't tell you exactly how many I did have. 

Q. How many girls were in your section at the time you got 

these stickers? A. At the time I got the stickers I still had my 
72 girls. | 

Q. Didn't you try to get as many stickers as you had girls there 


in your section? A. No, I did not. | 

Q. What? A. No, I did not. | 

Q. You didn't tell Mr. Kublin, "I've got about 70 eit here. 
Have you got 70 stickers"? A. No. 

Q. Huh? A. No. 

Q. Now those stickers just stayed there on your desk, is that 
right? A. That's right. 


Q. What part of the desk were they on? A. You mean what 
| 


Q. Yes. A. I just had them laying on the desk. | 


Q. Did you have anything on that desk besides them ? A. Ido. 
Ihave books. I have papers, and sometimes it's filled with clothes, 
| 


part of the desk here was it on? 


skirts and things laying on it. 

Q. All right now, you never on your own initiative mentioned 
these stickers to any lady that came by your desk? A. No, I did 
not. 

Q. You just let them lay there? A. I let them lay there. 

Q. You didn't mention it at all? A. That's see 
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Q. Do you remember some ladies that asked you for them ? 


A. They asked me couid they have them. 

Q. About how many asked you? A. I don't know. In all the 
sections, they asked me could they have one. 

Q. Your desk was where ali the sections would go out? 
A. Just about over half of them had to go out that way. 

Q. All have to go by your desk? A. I said about half of them 
had to go by my desk. 

Q. Was there any place else that these bumper stickers were 
Sitting on a desk in the plant? A. No. 

Q. Yours was the only place? A. Mine was the only place 
that I know of. 

Q. Where half the people had to go by going out of the plant ? 
A, They passed by there any time they wanted to. 

Q. Do you know whether June Martin had any of these bumper 
Stickers? A. I didn’t see her with any. 

Q. She didn’t have any on her desk? A, No, 

Q. Yours was the only desk in the plant? A. What? 

Q. You were the only desk in the plant with them? A. With 
them ? 

Q. Yes. A. That’s right. 

=x = * * * 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Was Mrs. Walker ona production 
basis as far as her pay was concerned? A. On production? 

Q. Yes. A. Yes, she was on production. 

Q. The amount of her production affected her pay? A. Do you 
mean at this time? 

Q. Yes. A. That's right. 

Q. One other question, Mrs. Rutland. The Company has 
recently been calling employees back to work? A. They have been 
calling them back to work. 
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Q. Has anyone in management been consulting with you about 
the qualifications of people called back to work. A. No, have 
nothing to do with the ones that come back. 

Q. They haven't checked with you about these people? A. No. 

Q. As to the quality of their former work or anything of that 
sort? A. No. : 

Q. Or as to their attendance? A. The only thing, I go, when I 
have to have girls, I tell them I need them, and they call anne -I 
don't know who they call. | 

Q. They don't consult with you about the identity of the people 
they call back? A. No. 


* * * * | * 
| 


Q. (By Mr. Zeigler) You were wearing various insignia or 
various tags on your person that day, weren't you? A. Yes, I was. 
Q. What tags and insignia were you wearing? A. What tag was 
I wearing? | 
Yes. A. I was wearing a Garland tag at one time. 
You were wearing a Garland tag? A. At one time of the 
| 
You wore it all during the day, didn't you? A. No. 
When did you put it on? A. I put it on in the morning time. 
After Mr. Burnat's speech? A. Yes, sir. : 
And you put it on because Mr. Burnat was wearing one? 


Well, he was wearing one, wasn't he? A. He wore one, but 
I didn't put mine on because he wore his. | 
Q. Didn't he say he was wearing this to show he was supporting 


Garland and not the Union? A. I don't know whether he: said that or 
not. : 
Q. Well, how long after the speech, did you put it on. A. I don't 
remember just how long afterwards or when I put it on, but I did wear 


the Garland tag. 
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Q. Do you remember some ladies that asked you for them ? 
A. They asked me couid they have them. 

Q. About how many asked you? A. I don’t know. In all the 
sections, they asked me could they have one. 

Q. Your desk was where ali the sections would go out? 
A. Just about over half of them had to go out that way. 

Q. All have to go by your desk? A. I said about half of them 
had to go by my desk. 

Q. Was there any place else that these bumper stickers were 
sitting on a desk in the plant? A. No. 

Q. Yours was the only place? A. Mine was the only place 
that I know of. 

Q. Where half the people had to go by going out of the plant ? 
A, They passed by there any time they wanted to. 

Q. Do you know whether June Martin had any of these bumper 
stickers? A. I didn’t see her with any. 

Q. She didn’t have any on her desk? A, No, 

Q. Yours was the only desk in the plant? A. What? 

Q. You were the only desk in the plant with them? A. With 
them ? 

Yes. A. That's right. 

- * * A * 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Was Mrs. Walker on a production 
basis as far as her pay was concerned? A. On production? 

Q. Yes. A. Yes, she was on production. 


Q. The amount of her production affected her pay? A. Do you 


mean at this time? 

Q. Yes. A. That's right. 

Q. One other question, Mrs. Rutland. The Company has 
recently been calling employees back to work? A. They have been 
calling them back to work. 
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Q. Has anyone in management been consulting with you about 
the qualifications of people called back to work. A. No, I have 
nothing to do with the ones that come back. | 
Q. They haven't checked with you about these people? A. No. 
Q. As to the quality of their former work or anything of that 
sort? A. No. | 
Q. Or as to their attendance? A. The only thing, I go, when I 
have to have girls, I tell them I need them, and they call ‘them - I 
don't know who they call. 
Q. They don't consult with you about the identity of | the people 
they call back? A. No. 


* * * * | * 


Q. (By Mr. Zeigler) You were wearing various insignia or 


various tags on your person that day, weren't you? A. Yes, I was. 
Q. What tags and insignia were you wearing? A. What tag was 
I wearing? | 
Yes. A. I was wearing a Garland tag at one time. 
You were wearing a Garland tag? A. At one time of the 
| 
You wore it all during the day, didn't you? A. No. 
When did you put it on? A. I put it on in the morning time. 
After Mr. Burnat's speech? A. Yes, sir. | 
And you put it on because Mr. Burnat was wearing one ? 
| 
Well, he was wearing one, wasn't he? A. He wore one, but 
I didn't put mine on because he wore his. | 
Q. Didn't he say he was wearing this to show he was supporting 
Garland and not the Union? A. I don't know whether he said that or 
not. | 
Q. Well, how long after the speech, did you put it on. A. I don't 


remember just how long afterwards or when I put it on, but I did wear 


the Garland tag. 
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Q. Well, can you give us your best estimate? A. I don't 
remember. 

Q. You had the Garland tags there to give to your employees, 
did you not? A. That's right. I keep them there at all times. 

Q. And you went around offering these tags to employees that 
day, did you not? A. No, I did not. 

Q. You never offered them one? A. No. 

Q. Did any of your employees have them on that day? A. They 
did. 

Q. And they didn’t get them from you? A. No. 

Q. You mean they didn’t get them from you that day? They 
had gotten them from you the day before or some other time ? 
A. They didn’t’ get them from me at any time. They use them on 


their machines. 
Q. They never got any from you at all? A. That's right. 


Q. What other insignia besides the tags were you wearing? 
A, A girl fixed out a sign and put it on me, after I took off the tags, 
she put on this sign. 

Q. Put what kind ofasign? A. "I would if I could but I can't.” 

Q. "I would if I could but I can’t"? A. That's right. 

Q. How big a sign was that? A. Just about as big as the 
Garland tag was. 

Q. Well, tell us inches, can you give us an estimate how big it 
was? A, Well, I can’t measure off. I don’t have a ruler, but it's 
just about as big as this cigarette pack here - maybe a little bigger. 

Q. About 2x3 inches? A. I would say a little bit bigger than 
the cigarette pack. 


* * * 


REDIRECT EXAMINATION 


* * * * * 


Q. (By Mr. Smith) Now, with regard to these Vote No stickers 
that were on your desk, did any girls ask you for them? Did any of 
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the girls or the employees ask you for them? A. Yes, there were 
quite a few asked me could they have one. 

Q. Did you permit them to have one? A. I told them they were 
welcome to have them if they wanted them. | 

Q. About how long did they last? A. Howlong did what last ? 

Q. Did the signs last? A. Well, I got them, and when I went 
home at lunch time - I don't know who got them, but they were a lot 
gone then, and they went out at break - I mean at 4:30 in the after - 
noon they come by and asked me could they have some, and I gave 
them some. I didn't give it to them. I told them they could have 
them. The picked them up themselves. 

Q. Did they take them all? A. They took them all, aul that I 


had on my table. 

* * 
HELEN SMITH ! 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of the Respondent and, 


being first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 


* * * * * 


DIRECT EXAMINATION | 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) Mrs. Smith, are you employed at Garland 
Knitting Mills of Beaufort, South Carolina? A. Yes, I arn. 

Q. How long have you been employed there? A. About three 
years. : 

Q. What is your job position there? A. Supervisor. 

Q. How long have you been a supervisor? A. Approximately 
2 1/2 years. | 


| 
Q. What were you before you became a supervisor ? A, Iwas 


a machine operator. 
Q. What section or department are you supervisor over ? 


A. Second side seam. | 
Q. Second side seam? A. Yes. 
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Q. What is a second side seam? A. The second side seam of 
the garment, the two sides of the skirt. 

Q. Do all of the girls do the same thing? A. Well, all on that 
particular line. I have different operations in the section, but that’s 
what the section is called. 

Q. How many girls do you have under you? A. About twenty. 

Q. About twenty? A. Yes. 

Q. Now, in May of last year and prior to May, did you also 
have second side seam? A. No, I did not. 

Q. Were you a supervisor at that time? A. Yes, I was. 

Q. And of what section at that time? A. The dart section. 

Q. The dart section? A. Yes, 

Q. When did you leave the dart Section? A. About a month 
ago. 

Q. Now, as supervisor of the dart section, I’m speaking particu- 
larly of May of last year and before, how many girls did you have? 
A. Approximately 30. 

Q. Do you know a Jessie Mae Saunders? A. Yes, I do. 

Q. Do you know a Bertha Miller? A. Yes. 

Q. Who is Jessie Mae Saunders? A. Well, she is a girl who 
used to work under me when I was in the dart section. She first side 
seams. 

Q. Does she work under you now? A. No, she don’t. 

Q. Who is Bertha Miller? A. Well, she was a girl that worked 
under me also in the same section. 

Q. Does she work under you now? A. No, she is not employed. 

Q. Do you know when she left employment there? A. No, I 
don’t. 

Q. Did you ever tell either of those that they would get a raise 
whether the union came in or not? A. No, I didn’t. 

Q. Did you ever speak to those two girls at all about the union? 
A. No. 
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Q. Did you ever speak to any girl about the union? A. No. 
Q. Do you know a Sarah Hamilton? A. Yes. | 
Q. What section is Sarah Hamilton in? A. She was in Janine 
1004 Partridge's. | 
Q. Did you ever speak to Sarah Hamilton about the union? 
A. No, I didn't. | 
Q. Did you ever offer or give anything to Sarah Hamilton? 
A. No. | 
Q. Are you familiar with the Garland hang tag? A. ‘Yes, Iam. 
Q. Did you ever offer such a tag to Sarah Hamilton? A. No. 
Q. Now, let's go up to the election - do you recall what dates 
that was? A. Yes. | 
Q. What day? A. It was May 13th. | 
Q. That was a Friday? A. Yes. 
Q. Did you ever give Garland tags to any employee) on the day 
before the election? A. Yes, I did. | 
Q. Under what circumstances did you give such tags? A. The 


girls asked me for them. 

Q. If they asked you for them, what did you do? A. I got them 
for them or either told them where they could get them. | 

Q. Did you ever offer or give a tag to any person who had not 

asked you for one? A. No, I didn't. | 

Q. Did you see any supervisor other than yourself offering or 
giving out a Garland hang tag? A. No, I didn't. | 

Q. Did you see any supervisor other than yourself offering or 
giving out a Vote No sticker or anything of that description? A. No, 
I didn't. 

Q. Do you know a Mr. Arnold Kublin? A. Yes. 

Q. Do you know a Mr. Glenn Carter? A. Yes. 

Q. Did you ever have occasion to be talked to among other 
supervisors by Mr. Arnold Kublin? A. Yes. 

Q. About when would that be? A. It was about the last of 
February. 
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Q. What was the subject matter of that conversation? Or talk? 
A. Union organizing. 

Q. What did Mr. Kublin say? A. He told us what we could do 
and what we couldn’t do. 

Q. What did he tell you with respect to what you couldn't do? 
A. Well, we couldn't talk to the girls about the union, we couldn't 
ask them any kinds of questions and we couldn't threaten them, or 

we couldn't promise them anything. 

Q. What did he tell you with respect to what you could do? 

A. Well, he said if the girls asked questions, we could try to answer 
as best we could, 

Q. Who was present at that talk? A. Well, all the supervisors. 

Q. Where was it held? A. At Riverdale. 

Q. Did you ever attend such a talk at which Mr. Glenn Carter 
spoke? A. Yes, we did, 

Q. Was he the Plant Manager at that time? A. Yes. 

Q. Where were you when that occurred? A. We was in the 
office. 

Q. About when in the year was that? A. It was about the same 
time, the last of February. 

Q. What did Mr. Carter tell you? A. Well, he told us about 
the same things that Mr. Kublin told us, 

Q. Say just exactly what he told you. A. Well he told us what 
we could do and what we couldn’t do, and we couldn’t threaten the 
employees and we couldn’t promise them anything. 

Q. Did he tell you what you could do? A. Yes, he did, 

Q. And what was that? A. He told us if any girls asked 


questions and all, we could listen and try to answer as best we could. 


Q. Did an attorney or lawyer speak with the supervision? 
A. Yes. 

Q. About when was that? A. I believe it was about the 5th of 
March, or sometime, 
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Q. Was it before or after the Kublin and Carter talks? A. I 
don't recall the date, but I think it was afterwards. 
Do you know who that lawyer was? A. No, I don't. 

Was it me? A. No. | 
Do you know what he said? A. Yes. 
What did he say? A. He told us what we could do and what 
we couldn't do. | 
Q. What did he say with respect to what you could do? 


A. Well, he said if any of the employees asked enn we could 


listen and answer to the best of our ability. 
Q. And what did he tell you with respect to what you could not 
do? A. Yes, he did. | 
Q. Allright. What didhe tell you? A. He told us we couldn't 
promise them anything, couldn't make threats or anything of 
that kind. | 
Q. Was there an occasion in which you talked to Estelle Rutland 


with respect to the work or talking of employees in one of the other 
sections? A. Yes. : 

Q. Who were the employees in question at that time? 
A. Dorene Crumley and Dorothy Walker. | 

Q. All right. About when was that? A. About the last of 
February. 

Q. What was the occasion that caused you to talk to Estelle 
Rutland? A. Production was being held up. 

Q. In what way? A. These two girls were talking. 

Q. How did that affect your production? A. well, Estelle's 
girl was worrying mine. | 

Q. Who was Estelle's girl? A. Dorothy Walker. 

Q. Who was yours? A. Dorene Crumley. | 

Q. And what did you tell Estelle? A. Itold her that Dorothy 
Walker was interrupting my production; she was talking to Dorene. 
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Q. And did you talk with Dorene? A. I don’t remember whether 
I did or not. 

Q. Did you talk with Dorothy Walker? A. No, I did not. 

MR, SMITH: Your witness. 

CROSS EXAMINATION 

x ; x * * * 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) On or about June 1, there were no 
raises in your section among your employees? A. I don’t remember. 

Ma’am? A. I don’t remember. 

Alice Ebbs - did she work under you? A. No. 

Do you have service girls in your section? A. Yes. 

Do they work under you? A. Yes. 

Service girls - they didn’t receive a raise about that time? 
A. Well, I don’t recall the date. 

Q. They did get a raise, though, didn’t they? A. Well, I don't 
remember. 

Q. Which is it, ma’am? You don’t remember the date they got 
a raise or you don’t know about them getting a raise period? A. Well, 
I don’t know whether they got one or not because I don’t remember. 

Q. Mrs. Smith, directing your attention to the period of time 
around June 10, last year, do you remember having a piece of paper 
in your hand/and going around to the employees in your section, 
talking with them about their raises that day? A. I remember going, 
but I don’t know the exact date. 

Q. Well, it was around the first part of June? A. I don't know 

the date. 

Q. Was it during the month of June? A. I think it was, yes. 

Q. And you went around to the employees in your department 
and you discussed with each one what their new rate was going to be, 
did you not? A. Yes. 

Q. Including your service girls? A. Yes. 
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Q. When did you first learn that the raise was going to come 
into effect? A. Just a couple of days prior to that, a = of days 
maybe prior to it. | 

Q. When you say a couple of days prior to it - A. ‘Until we 
received the paper. : 

Q. Had you heard any discussion about it at supervisor 's 
meetings prior to the month of June? A. Well, we were called 
together to tell he was going to give us a piece of paper. 

Q. When did that happen? A. I think it was the afternoon 
before we got the paper. | 

Q. When? A. The afternoon before we got the paper. 

Q. All right. Now, going back to the period of time before the 
election, had there been any discussion of a pay raise in supervisors’ 

meetings at that time? A. No. | 

Q. The pay raise was retroactive to what date 2A. I don't 
remember. 

Q. June 1 - would that refresh your recollection? A. I was 
in June, but I don't remember what day. | 

Q. The day before the election, how many of these Garland 
tags did you give out? A. I don’t-know.. I didn't count them. 

Q. Would you give us your best estimate? A. What ? 

Q. Your best estimate. A. Maybe 15 at the most. 

Q. Maybe 15? Do you remember some of the people you gave 
them out to? A. People in my section. 

Q. Well, give me some names. A. Well, I don't recall the 
girls I gave them to, just the girls that asked, I gave them to them. 


Q. Can you recall any single girl that you gave a tag to? 


A. Mickie Venay, I gave one to. 
MR. SMITH: I didn't get the name. 
THE WITNESS: Mickie Venay. 
Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Does it start with a ve? A. AV", 


yes. 
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Q. Does she still work in your section? A. Yes. 

Q. Is she working today? A. Yes. 

* * * * * 

1022 Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Let me ask you this, Mrs. Smith. 

When you were giving out these tags, did you observe whether em- 
ployees had other insignia on their persons? A. Reprhase that 
question. 

Q. Did you observe whether these employees, when you were 
giving out these tags to employees the day before the election, did 


you observe whether or not some of these employees had other 


devices or insignia or tags on their persons? A. No. 

Q. Did some of them - were some of them wearing hats that 
said Garland on them? A. Yes. 

Q. Were some of them wearing Garland tags? A. Yes. 

Q. And asked you for another tag? A. Well, if they had one, 
they didn’t ask me for another one. 

Q. I'm talking about people you gave the tags out to, did some 
of them have on Garland hats? A. Not the ones in my section. 

1023 Q. Well, anyone that you gave a tag to? A. No. 

Q. Did anyone you gave a tag to already have a Garland tag on 
their person? A. No. 

Q. So these were people who were totally unidentified as far 
as any tags or insignia were concerned? A. Yes. 

Q. Why was it that you were 50 careful to avoid asking anyone 
if they wanted a tag? A. We weren’t supposed to. 

Q. Who told you that? A. Well, nobody didn’t have to tell me. 

Q. You knew that you weren't supposed to offer someone a 
Garland tag, you just knew? You just knew that of your own knowledge ? 

* A. Well, I took it for granted that we wasn't. 

Q. Had anything been discussed about tags at a meeting with 
Mr. Kublin, Mr. Carter or this lawyer, Mr. Smith, to whom you 
referred? A. No. 
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Q. There was nothing about tags in there? A. No. 

Q. You just kind of assumed on your own that you weren't 
supposed to offer them a Garland tag? A. Yes. | 

Q. Did Sarah Hamilton work in your section? A. No. 

Q. You did, however, hand out tags to Port heed besides 


the ones that worked in your section? A. No. 


Q. It was only the employees in your section that sot handed 
them to? A. Yes. 
Q. Those were the only ones that asked you for a tag? 
A. What I recall, yes. | 
Q. Could there have been other employees outside your section 


who were asking for a tag? A. Not as I remember. 

Q. And yet you can only remember one name of an employee 
at this time who asked you for atag? A. Yes. 

Q. In spite of the fact that all these people worked in your 
section? A. Yes. 

Q. At that time how long had you been in charge of that section? 
A. About a year. : 

Q. And how many people were in it? A. I told you about thirty. 

Q. About thirty? A. Yes. 

Q. And you gave out tags to about what, 15 people? A. Yes. 

Q. And at this time you can only remember the name of one 
person in your section that you had been in charge of for a year who 
asked you for atag? A. Yes. | 

Q. You are, however, positive that no one outside your section 
asked you for a tag? A. I don't think so. | 

Q. What? A. I don't believe they did. ) 

Q. Where were you when you handed these tags out? Were you 
walking around or were you standing in one place? A. ‘I was walking 
around. | 

Q. Walking around? A. Yes. 
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Q. What, up and down the aisles? A. No, in my section. 

Q. Well, did you walk all over your section? A. Well, if the 
girls called me, I had to go around to them. 

Q. What did they do, yell across the plant to you, or across 
the section? A. No, it wasn’t that big. 

Q. Well, how big was it? A. Well, you had to go around two 
machines to get to the other girl. 

Q. About how many of these tags did you have with you? A. I 
don’t remember. 

Q. Did you have a whole handful? A. It depends on what you 
call a handful. 

Q. Well, what do you call a handful, ma’am? A. I didn’t have 
but a few. 

Q. Who was the first girl that yelled for you to bring her a 
tag? Caused you to pick up a handful of tags? Who was the first 
girl? A. I don’t know. 

Q. Did you pick up the tags and start circulating before anybody 
asked you for a tag? A. No. 

Q. Who was the first girl that caused you to pick up these tags 
and start circulating with them? A. I don’t know. 

Q. What? A. I don’t know. 

Q. How many times did you go around your section with these 
tags? A. About once is all I remember. 

Q. How long did you spend doing this? A. No more than about 

five minutes; not hardly that. 

Q. This was working time? A. Yes. 

Q. Now, were you concerned at that time about the fact that you 
were doing this on working time? A. Yes. 

Q. Huh? A. Yes. 

Q. You were concerned about it? A. No, I wasn’t concerned. 
No. 
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Q. Now, you were concerned, however, with reference to 
Dorene Crumley and Mrs. Walker, that they were talking on working 
time? You certainly were concerned about that, weren t you? 

A. That wasn't the same day. | 

Q. That wasn't the same day? Is that the only difference 
between these two incidents in your mind, that it wasn't | = same day? 
A. No. 

Q. Well, what was the difference in your mind? re Well, I got 
a production each day I have to meet. 

Q. Were you meeting your production by walking around for 
five minutes with these tags? A. I wasn't stopping the girls. 


Q. Well, now, was a girl working while she was asking you for 
a tag and you were handing her one? A. It doesn't take but a 


second. 
Q. Did some of these girls pin these tags on? A. Yes. 
Q. And that took up a little time, didn't it? A. Yes. 
Q. They weren't working during that time, were they? A. No. 
Q. And there are about what - would you say, about 15 of these 
girls? A. Not all at one time. | 
Q. But as you were going around the department, why eventually 


| 
you ended up giving out tags to about 15? A. Yes. | 


Q. And there were some that were yelling for them, and calling 
you about it, trying to get a tag from you? A. Not exactly yelling. 

Q. Well, called to you - I don't mean they screamed at you or 
anything like that. A. What is the question again? | 

Q. Isaid these people were calling to you, “Bring me a tag, 
bring me atag"? A. Yes. | 

Q. Did your possession of these tags, did that nave anything to 
do with the fact that Mr. Burnat had been wearing one in his speech? 

A. No. | 

Q. It had nothing to do with that at all? A. No. : 
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Q. Did you have any conversation with these girls when you 
would give them a tag? A. No. 

Q. None at all? A. No. 

Q. What about this Mickie Venay? Did you talk with her? 


Absolutely no conversation? A. No. 
Not even here you are, or something of that sort? A, Well, 

that’s not much of a conversation. 

Q. Well, let’s put it this way. Was there any talk between you 
and the girls when you were doing this? A. Well, I might say, 
“Here you are.” 

Q. All right. Would they say anything back to you? A. Well, 
some of them said, "Thank you.” 

Q. Anything else? A. Not as I recall. 

Q. Is it your testimony now that no one who was already wearing 
a tag asked you for a tag? A. I don’t remember. 

Q. Did anyone who was wearing a hat that said Garland on it 
ask you for atag? A. Not as Iremember. 

Q. Have you ever talked with Mrs. June Martin about the events 
of this day at any subsequent time? A. Yes. 

Q. Huh? A. Yes. 

Q. Did you mention to her giving out the tags to your people? 
A. No. 

Q. Did you talk about Mr. Burnat’s speech? A. No. 

MR. WILLIAMSON: I have nothing further. 

Q. (By Mr. Zeigler) Is it Miss or Mrs. Smith? A. Mrs. Smith. 

Q. Mrs. Smith, what were you wearing the day before the election, 
so far as badge or tag or other piece of paper on your person? A, I 
was wearing a Garland tag. 

Q. Did you come to work with a Garland tag on? A. No. 

Q. Did you put it on before or after Mr. Burnat’s speech ? 
A. After. 
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Q. All of the tags were put on people after his speech, is that 
1031 correct? A. Yes. | 
Q. Now, in the course of your duties as a supervisor, do you 
have tags on your desk? A. No. | 
Q. None of the people in your department or in your section 
normally have possession of tags. Is that correct ? A. That's 


right. 

Q. So that any tags they got would have to be gotten from you 
or some person who normally had custody of tags. Is that right ? 

A. No, because they pass by the tables that's got ee They go 
right by the table to go to the restroom. 

Q. What I'm saying is, your employees in your section, there 
were some 30 of them in the dart section - they didn't have to attach 
tags in the course of their work? <A. No. 

Q. So that they would have to get them from some other source 
other than their normal working equipment? A. Yes. 

Q. Now, were you furnishing pins to them to sane these tags 
to their person? A. Yes. | 

Q. Did you have any other sign on your person other than the 

Garland tag? A. On myself? 

Q. Yes. A. No. | 

Q. Did anyone offer you a piece of paper about 2 ix 3 inches 
which said, "I would if I could but Ican't"? A. No. 

Q. You did not attach that to yourself? A. No. 

Q. Did you have any sort of tag on there that said **Vote No"? 
A. No. 

Q. Did you have possession of any stickers that said "Vote 
No"? A. No. : 

Q. When you went to the speech, didn't Mr. Burnat hold up a 
tag, the same Garland tag that you were distributing and show that 


he was wearing it himself that day? A. I don't remember. 
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Q. Now, think hard, A, Well, I was in the back of the group 
and I'm right short. I don’t know whether he did or not. 

Q. You have no recollection of his saying that? A. No. 

Q. None whatsoever? A. Nor him holding up to the tag 

either. 

Or making any mention of it in his speech? A. No. 

Did you see him that day? A. Yes, I saw him. 

And you saw him wearing the tag? A. Yes. 

And you knew what the tag represented, didn’t you? 
A. Yes. 

Q. Now, when these people came up to you for the tags, did 
you have the pins in your hand, or did you go back and get the pins 
to give them to them? A. I had them in my hand. 

Q. Inother words, you went around and in one hand you had the 
tags and in the other hand you had the pins. Is that right? A. Ihad 
them in one hand, 

Q. Did they attach the tags to themselves while they were 
standing there talking to you or did they go back to their machines 
and attach them? A, They was at the machines. 

Q. You mean they took them from you and they went back? 
A. No. 

Q. They attached them while they were talking to you? 

A. They didn’t get tags until after they returned to the section and 
asked for them. 

Q. I'm talking about when they came to you to get your tags - 
that’s your testimony, isn’t it? A. Yes. 

Q. They got the tag and a pin - a safety pin? A. Yes. 

* * * * * 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Did you give any tags to any employees 


who were standing, talking to you? 
THE WITNESS: No. 


* od 
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Q. (By Mr. Zeigler) Well, did they attach the tags while they 
were sitting at the machines talking to you? A. Yes. 


Q. You went to their machines to give them the tags, is that 


correct? A. Yes. 

Q. So that they didn't come over to you - you went to them 
with the tag? A. After they called me. | 

Q. Oh, you only went to the ones that called you. Is that 
correct? A. Yes, and asked for tags. 

Q. Approximately half of them called you and asked you to come 
to their machine and give them a tag. Is that correct? A. Yes. 

Q. You gave no tags to any employee who was standing up? 
They were all sitting at their machines? A. That's WE I recall, 
yes. 

Q. You are sure of that? A. That's what I peeenen 

Q. And they attached the tags while they were sitting at the 
machines talking to you. Is that correct? A. Yes. | 

Q. And this was in view of all the other employees working 
in your section? A. Yes. | 

* * * 

ANITA WEBSTER 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of the Respondent and, being 
first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 


* * * * | 
DIRECT EXAMINATION | 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) Mrs. Webster, are you employed at Garland 
Knitting Mills of Beaufort? A. Yes, lam. | 

Q. How long have you been employed there? A. ‘Since May 
1963. 

Q. What is your job position there? A. Head supervisor. 

Q. Is that also called head floor lady? A. Right. 

Q. As head floor lady or head supervisor, what are your 
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general duties? A. To supervise the work as it comes from the 
cutting department through the pressing, and ready for shipment. 

Q. Is that what would generally be called the sewing 
department? A. The sewing department. 


Q. Are the supervisors in the sewing department under your 
authority? A. Yes, they are. 

Q. Do you know an Eleanor Sutphin? A. Yes. 

Q. Whois Eleanor Sutphin? A. She is a servide girl. 

Q. Do you know when she became service girl? A. I would 


say sometime in June of last year. I don’t remember the date but 
it was sometime in June. 

Q. Are you familiar with the circumstances by which she 
became a service girl? A. Well, she was having trouble with her 
eyes. She was an old employee, and she asked to be taken off the 
machine for a while, due to some eye trouble. 

Q. All right. Did any request ever come to you with respect 
to additional help in the area that Alice Ebbs was employed? 

A. Yes, it did. 

Q. Do you recall from who that request came? A. I'm not 
sure. I’m not certain but I feel almost sure it was from Janine, 
her line supervisor, and from Alice. It came from one of them. 

Q. All right. And what was done at that time with respect to 
Eleanor Sutphin? A. Well, Eleanor was put in the same department 
with Alice, servicing for I would say about a week, and then we split 
the section up and Eleanor had one group of girls and Alice had 
another. 

Q. If I understand it, where Alice Ebbs was servicing completely, 
now two girls serviced? A. Right. 

Q. And each had their own line within that area. Is that correct? 
A. Yes. 

Q. Do you know [when] Eleanor Sutphin became employed with 
Garland Knitting Mills? A. I don’t remember the exact date, but 
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it was - I would say along about September of '64. 

Q. Do you know when Alice Ebbs was employed by Garland 
Knitting Mills? A. Around August '65. 

Q. Do you recall or do you have of your own knowledge, any 
other service girl that ever worked, or any service girl in training 
that ever worked with Alice Ebbs?° A. That's the only! one that I 
know of. 


* * 


CROSS EXAMINATION 


* * * * | x 
Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Did anyone with management check 
with you before they laid off these people on September 9 about who 


they were going to lay off? A. I was called to the er by Mr. 


Levin, the Plant Manager. 

Q. By who? A. Levin. And he told me he had received a 
call from Brockton that morning some time, and that we had to cut 
force. | 

Q. Allright. Did Mr. Levin check with you about the identity 
of the people to lay off, that was my question. A. Mr. Levin 
checked with me about the identity of where we were overstaffed, 
where we could take off a beach operation. 

* * a * | * 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Did he mention names of people to 
you? A. Well, he mentioned a group of names. | 

Q. A group of names? About how many were in that group? 
A. Thirty. | 
And Alice Ebbs was in that group? A. Right. | 
And Rebecca Frazier? A. Right. 

And Evelyn Houston? A. Right. 
And Dorene Crumley? A. Right. 
And Julia Frazier? A. Julia wasn't there. 
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Q. Ididn’t ask you that - I asked you was she mentioned? 
A. No, sir. 

Q. Did you discuss with Mr. Levin the criteria that he was 
using to select these people, or on what basis he was selecting them ? 


A. Yes, sir. He told me he was selected on productivity, absen- 
teeism, attitude and seniority. 

Q. Attitude? A. Or the ability to work with co-workers. 

Q. Did he mention attitude? A. He mentioned the ability to 
work with co-workers. 

Q. Ididn’t ask you that, ma’am. Did he mention the word 
“attitude” to you? A. Not to me. 

Q. You just used the word "attitude’ to me, didn’t you? 

A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Doesn't that indicate that he used that word to you? A. No, 
sir, it doesn’t. 

Q. Where did you get the word from? A. Well, as a short cut 
to the ability of getting along with co-workers. 

Q. Isee. And he didn’t use that short cut term - he kept 
talking about the ability to get along with co-workers? A. If he did, 
I don’t remember it. 

Q. Did he single any of these 30 ladies out on the grounds of 
their attitude or their ability to get along with their co-workers? 

A. Not with me. 

Q. Did he indicate that some of these 30 were not going to be 
calied back at all, under any circumstances? A. Not to me. 

Q. Did you have any personnel duties prior to the arrival of 
Mr. Van Schyndel at the plant? A. We didn’t have a personnel 
director before that. 

Q. Ididn’t ask you that, ma’am. I asked you if you had any 
personnel duties prior to the arrival of Mr. Van Schyndel? A. We 
filled out the termination sheets, the supervisors did, as a girl left 
their department. They were filed in the office. 
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Q. Weren't you pretty much in charge of hiring and firing at 
that time? A. No. | 

Q. Huh? A. No. | 

Q. You never have been? A. No. The hiring was done through 
the Plant Manager or the Assistant Manager. 

Q. What about the selection of people for lay off - did you ever 
have anything to do with that? A. Not at this Perricatar time. 

Q. Has there ever been a case in your experience at the 
Company where they would tell someone they were laid off, but in 
fact, they were discharged? A. Not to my knowledge. | 

Q. This has never happened as far as you know ? A Not as 
far as I know. | 

Q. So that would be an unusual thing if that would have happened 
to some of these 30 girls here on September 9? A. Because when a 
person was terminated or on maternity leave or what not - 

Q. Ididn't ask you that, ma'am. I asked you, it would be an 
unusual thing if that was the case with any of these 30 girls who were 
told that they were being laid off on September 9? A. Mister, I 


wasn't there when they were told they were laid off and I don't know 


what they were told. | 

Q. When you got into Mr. Levin's office, did he have the sheet 
already made out of people that were going to be laid off ? A. No, 
sir. I helped break down the operations as to the number of operators 
in each operation - that we could balance off the shop with. 

Q. Correct me if I'm wrong. It seems to me that youtold me 
a few minutes ago that you went to his office and he told you -- 

MR. SMITH: Don't mislead the witness again. You told her -- 

MR. WILLIAMSON: I asked her. She can correct me. I didn't 
invite you to. 

MR. SMITH: Well, I'm here so -- 

MR. WILLIAMSON: I know you are here. 


270 


THE WITNESS: He called me to his office and he told me that 
we were going to have to discharge thirty girls. 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Discharge? A. Not discharge, but 
lay off, 

Q. Did he use the word “discharge”, Mrs. Webster? A. Not 
to my knowledge. 

Q. What made you use it just now? You are familiar with the 
distinction between discharge and lay off, aren't you? You know the 
difference between those two terms? A. Yes, sir. 

1052 Q. What made you just use the word "discharge™ in connection 
with the September 9 lay off? A. I guess that’s my own word, 

Q. That’s your own word. Is that the same explanation as your 
previous use of the word “attitude”? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. You didn’t get either one of those from Mr. Levin there, 

I take it? A. No, sir. 
Q. Did it ever come to your attention that some of these people 
on September 9 were, in fact, discharged? A. No, sir. Ihave no 
access to files. 
Q. Ididn’t ask you whether you have access to files, ma'am. 
I asked you if it came to your attention that some of these people 
here on September 9, 1966 had, in fact, been discharged? A. No, 
‘sir. 

Q You never heard anything about that? A. No, sir. 


“ * x * * 


1053 _ Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Now, did I understand you to say that 
seniority was playing a role in this September 9 situation? A. The 


way it was explained to me -- 
Q. I didn’t ask you that, ma’am. Did seniority play a role in 
the decision about who was let go on September 9? Yes or no? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Is that what Mr. Levin told you? A. Seniority. First of 
zall, was being able to produce and make production, your 
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productivity, your absenteeism, your ability to get along with your 


co-workers -- 
Q. And the seniority? A. And seniority, but no one of the four. 
Q. And your attitude? A. No. | 
Q. Not the attitude? A. No. | 
Q. Now, were you aware of the fact that Alice Ebbs had gotten 
two raises a month and a half before this lay off? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Were you aware of the fact that she had gone complaining 
at one point about getting a ten cents raise? A. I think So, yes, sir. 
Q. And after she complained about that, she was given an 
additional ten cents? Were you aware of that? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Was Mr. Levin aware of it at the time you discussed laying 
her off or discharging her or whatever you did on September 9? 
A. He should have been. | 
Q. What? A. He should have been. | 
Q. You don't know whether he was or not? A. I don't know 
whether he was or not, but he should have been. | 
Q. Did you make any recommendations to him about who to 
lay off? A. No, sir. The final decision was made by Mr. Levin. 
Q. The final decision? A. Yes. | 
Q. You didn't play any role in it whatsoever? A, Other than 


choosing the operators that we could do without in different sections, 
the number of operators. | 

Q. Just the number? A. Right. 

Q. You didn't have anything to do about recommending who out 
of the bunch? A. No. | 

Q. He made up his own mind about that, is that right? A. Yes. 

Q. The only thing you told him was, "We can get along with 
four people here"? A. Right. | 

Q. And he went ahead and decided who he is going to let go to 
get down to the four? A. Well now, there was a few that he discussed, 
certain individuals. | 
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Q. Did he discuss Alice Ebbs with you? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Did you tell him Mrs. Ebbs had gotten a double raise in the 
last month and a half? A. No, sir. 
Q. Why didn't you tell him that? A. Because, in fact, all of the 
service girls had received a raise. 
Q. Well, she got twice what the others got, didn't she? She 
went back and asked for another dime, didn’t she, and got it ? 
A. That would have been coming to her within another two months. 
Q. But she got it early, didn't she? A. Right. 
Q. You didn’t tell Mr. Levin that? A. No, sir. 
Q. Did you have anything to do with the decision to give her 
an additional ten cents raise early, two months early? A. No, sir. 
You didn’t have anything to do with that? A. No, sir. 
You didn’t tell Mr. Levin that? A. No, sir. 
Isee. Did you discuss Rebecca Frazier? A. No, sir. 
Did you discuss Julia Frazier with him? A. No, sir. 
Did you discuss Evelyn Houston with him? A. No, sir. 


Did you discuss Dorene Crumley with him? A. No, sir. 
The only one you discussed was Alice Ebbs? A. Yes, sir. 
What did you discuss concerning Mrs. Ebbs? What did you 


tell him about Mrs. Ebbs? A. Well, we were eliminating three 
service girls in that area. We were consolidating the plant; instead 


of putting it into two units, we were putting it into one unit, and we 
had extra servicing? 
Q. You had extra servicing? A. Yes, sir. But cutting down 


force of operators, we were also cutting out service girls. 
Q. Now, Mrs. Ebbs, was she the least senior service girl? 


A. In that particular section. 

Q. Who were the other service girls? A. Irene Ferguson and 
Eleanor Sutphin. 

Q. Whoelse? A. We had Annie Lee Millege. 

Q. Whoelse? A. Geraldine Smith. 

Q. Whoelse? A. That’s all in that particular area. 

Q. Now, is that all your service girls in the place? A. No, sir. 
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How many did you have? A. I couldn't tell you. 
Could you give us your best estimate? A. I would say 
between 15 and 18. | 
Q. Now, is it your testimony just with reference to the ones 
you have named, that Miss Ebbs was the least senior of that group? 
A. Yes, sir. | 
Q. Soin that case then, you are saying that seniority played a 
main role in the decision about her? A. Yes, sir. | 
Q. But didn't you earlier say that productivity and these other 
things counted first? A. They were all figured in. | 
Q. Well, did some count for more than others? A. Not to my 
knowledge. | 
Q. Did you discuss Mrs. Ebbs productivity with Mr. Levin? 
A. Mr. Ebbs was a good service girl. | 


Q. Ididn't ask you that. I asked you if you discussed Mrs. 


| 
Ebbs' work performance with Mr. Levin, or productivity ? A. Yes, 


I did. I also discussed the other girls’ in that particular area. 
Q. How did Mrs. Ebbs compare with those other girls in the 
quality of her work? A. I would say they would all be equal. 
Q. They are all absolutely equal? A. Right. : 
Q. Nothing to choose between anyone of the five? A. No, sir. 
Q. Not athing? A. They were all equal. | 
Q. How did they compare in their attitude or their ability to 
get along with their fellow employees? A. I would say they were 
equal. 
Q. They were all absolutely equal? A. Yes. 
Q. Allright. Now, what were some of the other things you used 


here - how about their attendance? How did they compare in that 
regard? A. Their attendance was fairly the same. | 
Q. They were all equal as regards their attendance ? ACT 


would say so. 
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Q. What records did you check before making that assertion? 
A. To see who had been there the longest. 

Q. What records did you check, before telling Mr. Levin about 
their attendance? A. What records did I check? 

Q. Yes. A. I didn’t check any. The question was asked to me. 
I don’t check the records. 

Q. The question was asked to you by whom, Mr. Levin? 

A. No, you asked me. 

Q. lIasked you and you said all of these girls were equal in 
attendance? A. It wasn’t my decision. 

Q. Ma’am? A. It wasn’t my full decision as to who was to go 
and who wasn’t, 

Q. You have stated now that Mr. Levin consulted with you about 
Alice Ebbs, not any of these other girls, but Alice Ebbs, and I'm 
trying to find out what it is you recommended to him and on what 
basis. 

Now, you have mentioned attendance, and I ask you how Mrs. 
Ebbs compared with all these other service girls in attendance. Now, 
what is your answer? A. Her attendance, their attendance was about 
the same. 

Q. Now, the next question I asked you was, before you told that 
to Mr. Levin, what records did you check to find out? A. He hasa 
book, 

Q. Ma’am? A. He had the book, to check himself, 

Q. So you didn’t actually check anything? Is that correct? 

A. Right. 

Q. Was there any reason why Mrs. Ebbs would be singled out 
for special treatment about getting a raise two months early ? 
A. That was out of my jurisdiction. 

Q. You don’t know anything about that? A. That was done 
through someone else. 
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equal to all these other service girls with the exception of 

seniority, and that was the only thing used in deciding to let her off? 

A. There were two more in the same department that were laid off. 
Q. I'm asking you about Mrs. Ebbs. A. That would be the only 


thing I would have to go on. 
Q. You don't know then what Mr. Levin went on? A. No, sir, 
I don't. 


| 
| 

* * x x | * 
| 


Q. (By Mr. Zeigler) Mrs. Webster, you were present the day 
Mr. Burnat made the speech, were you not? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. That was the day before the election? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Were you wearing anything when you sent to hear that 
speech? A. No, sir. | 
Q. After the speech was over, did you attach a Garland label 
to your dress or blouse? A. I attached one to a button on a blouse. 
Q. You did that after Mr. Burnat's speech, is that right? 
A. Right. | 
Q. Did the other supervisors do the same thing? A. I suppose 


You were there. You are the head popenrison aren't you? 
Yes. | 
Q. And if they did it, it would have to be with your knowledge, 
wouldn't it? A. As far as I know. | 
Q. As far as you know? You mean you don't know whether you 
supervise these people or not? A. Yes, I know whether I supervise 
them or not, and I also have work to do. I don't follow a supervisor 
around eight hours a day to see when she goes to get a rink of water 
or to see what happens to her. 
Q. They wouldn't do anything like that without Se approval 
would they? A. I don't say that. I don't say that would be a correct 


statement. 
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Q. Is it your testimony that you did see them wearing them that 
day? A. Isaw them. 

Q. And you approved them wearing them ? 

MR. SMITH: Objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I'll sustain that objection. 

Q. (By Mr. Zeigler) Now, were you aware that they were 
distributing labels that day? A. Was I aware they were distributing 
them ? 

Q. Yes,;to employees. A. I knew there were some handed 
out. 

Q. That was done with your knowledge ? A. Yes, sir, but the 
girls asked for them. 

Q. Were you aware that they were giving them out with safety 
pins for employees to attach to themselves? A. No, sir. 

Q. You weren't aware of that? A. No, sir, not safety pins. 

Q. Were you aware that supervisors who didn't normally have 
custody of these labels were taking them and giving them to em- 
ployees who normally didn’t have use for them, other than to attach 


to themselves? A. Yes, sir. 


Q. You'were aware of it? A. Yes, but I made it a point to 
inform them not to offer them to anyone - only to give them to the 
ones that asked for them. 

Q. In other words, you discussed this with your supervisors? 
A. Icertainly did. 

Q. Andidid you supply the ones who didn’t normally have 
custody of these tags? A. No, sir, I did not supply them. 

Q. Where did they come from? A. They come from out of 
boxes up at the end of the line. 

Q. And you authorized them to get them when they didn't 
normally have custody of these labels? A. We have tags that lay 

around all over the plant. 
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| 
Q. But you discussed this with the supervisors after Mr. 
| 


Burnat's speech, is that correct? A. I told them to not -- 

Q. Just answer me. Did you discuss it with your supervisors 
after Mr. Burnat's speech? A. Yes, sir, to the effect not to give 
anyone a tag - let them ask for them if they wanted them. 

Q. How many - did you get the supervisors together ? A. No, 
sir. I went to them individually. | 

Q. You went to each one individually? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And the reason you went was that Mr. Burnat was wearing 
one of these tags when he made his speech, wasn't he? You were 
not standing the back of the room? A. Well, I certainly was, right 
at the cutting room door. | 

Q. You didn't hear Mr. Burnat’s speech? A. Yes, I heard 
his speech. | 

Q. You heard everything he said? Is that right ? A. Well, I 
suppose so. | 

Q. You didn't miss any of his speech? You were in a good 
place to hear everything? A. I was at the back of the |line. 

Q. Didn't he make reference to the fact that he was wearing 
one of those labels? A. Yes, sir. | 

Q. Did he also make reference to the fact that there was going 
to be a password for the next day? A. A password? | 

Q. Yes. What is the password, or did he ask the audience, 

“What is the password for tomorrow"? or words to that effect ? 
A. The gist of his speech, the way I interpreted it - I don't know 
how other people did - but was for everyone to get out and vote and 
vote their own conviction. | 

Q. Did he ask what the password was, of the audience ? A. Vote. 

Q. Did he ask what the password was, of the audience? A. The 
password was vote. | 

Q. Did he ask what the password was, of the audience ? You 
understand my words, don't you, Mrs. Webster? A. Did he ask what 


the password of the audience was? 
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Q. Did he ask the audience what the password for tomorrow is? 
A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And the audience shouted back, didn’t they? A. Vote. 

Q. The audience shouted back, didn't they? A. I wouldn't say 
they shouted.; They spoke in a tone what said vote. 

Q. Well, they didn't whisper back, did they? How many women 
were there at that meeting? A. Well, everyone that was employed 
there. 

Q. How many women were there at the meeting? You under- 
Stand the question, don't you, Mrs. Webster? A. Everyone that was 
employed there. 

Q. How many was that, Mrs. Webster? A. I couldn't tell you 
how many women. 

Q. Your best estimate, how many people were present of both 
sexes? A. I'would say approximately 300, give or take a few. 

Q. And all of them responded to Mr. Burnat’s question? A, I 
dont know. I couldn’t see the whole group. 

Q. And after the speech was over, then you went from super- 
visor to supervisor telling them to give out these labels, did you not? 


A. No, sir. Several supervisors came to me and asked if they could 
pass them out. And I said, "Only to the ones that ask for them.” 
Q. Now; Mrs. Webster, how many? Did they come to you 


individually or as a group? A. Well, part of them came individually 
and part of them - I went around to speak to each one, the rest indi- 
vidually. 

Q. Did more than one come at any particular time? A. Not to 
my knowledge. 

Q. All right. Did you discuss it with Mrs. Rutland? A. DidI 
discuss it with Mrs. Rutland? 

Q. Yes. A. Yes. 

Q. And tell her she could give them out? A. She could only 
let the ones that wanted them have them. 
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| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
Q. And you told her to give them out to the ones that wanted 
| 
them? A. Well, they are in her section. 


Q. You told her to give them out if people asked for them ? 


A. I told her not to offer the tags to anyone. 


| 
Q. You told her to give them out? A. No, sir. I did not tell 
her to give them out. I told her not to offer tags to arene 
Q. Allright. You told her not to offer them, but you also told 
her to give them out if they wanted them. A. If anyone wanted them, 


let them have them. 
Q. You told her that? A. Right. | 
Q. And you told June Martin that, didn't you? A. Right. 


Q. And you told Helen Smith that? A. Right. | 


Q. Now, what other supervisors did you tell? A. The rest of 
the supervisors that were on the floor at that time. 
Q. And how many would that be? A. Let's see, Wilma Abney. 
Q. Wilma Abney? A. Wilma Abney. Tosha Kurtz, Estelle 
Rutland, Helen Smith, Janine Partridge and let me think who the rest 
of them were. | 
Q. Do you remember talking to each one of these? 
MR. SMITH: I think she is still trying to give you an answer. 
THE WITNESS: No, sir, [hadn't finished. Janine Partridge. 
Q. (By Mr. Zeigler) Younamedher. A. Ann Hill. 
Q. Now, these are all people you talked to that day, is that 
correct? 
MR. SMITH: I don't think she has finished yet ? | 
THE WITNESS: I don't know, exactly. 
Q. (By Mr. Zeigler) To the best of your recollection? A. I 


talked to all of the supervisors that were in my area. | 
Q. Were they all wearing Garland labels before you talked to 
them? A. Yes, sir. : 
Q. Did they have any other badges pinned on themselves ? 
1071 A. Yes, sir. 
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Q. What other badges did they have pinned on? A, Well, some 
had a little'Garland tag with ribbons sewed around it and streaming 
down. Some had a little sign - I don’t know the exact working. 

Q. May Irefresh your recollection? "I would if I could but I 
can’t”? A. Something to that effect. 

Q. How many had that sign? A. I would say two or three of 
them had on that sign. 

Q. Where did that sign come from? A. I couldn’t tell you. 

Q. But you saw them wearing it? A. I saw them wearing it, 
yes. 

Q. And you didn’t tell them to take it off? You didn't tell them 
to take it off? A. Yes, sir, I did. 

Q. You told them to take it off? A. I told them to take it off 
in the lunch room. 

Q. Did you tell Estelle Rutland to take it off? A. I told them 
in the lunch room to take it off and let me find out if it was permissible 
for them to wear them or not. 

Q. Did you tell Estelle Rutland to take it off? A. I told all of 
them to take it off, including Estelle Rutland, 

Q. And when did you tell Estelle Rutland to take it off? 

A. When they came in to work that morning. 

Q. They didn't have them on when they came in to work that 
morning, did they, Mrs. Webster? A. The tags they wore? 

Q. Are you talking about the day of the election or the day 
before? A, I’m talking about the day of the election. 

Q. I'm talking about the day when the Garland tags were given 
out, after Mr. Burnat’s speech. Now, they continued to wear them 
ali that day, didn’t they? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And they did it with your approval? A. They did it whether 
I approved it or not. 

Q. You didn’t tell them to take it off that day? A. No. 
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Q. And you didn't tell them to take it off the day of the election 
until noon, did you? A. I asked them in the morning when I came 
in the day of the election - when I saw the first tag, I informed them 
that I did not think they were supposed to be wearing them. 

Q. But this was the day of the election, and your testimony was 
it wasn't until noon -- : 

MR. SMITH: Objection. The testimony is not that. She said it 
was in the lunch room. i 

THE WITNESS: This was in the lunch room the day of the 
election. | 
Q. (By Mr. Zeigler) What time in the lunch room? A. It was 
before working hours. | 
Q. Excuse me. I thought you meant you were in the lunch room 


for lunch. A. No, it was before working hours. 


Q. Now, the day before the election, did you see them wearing 
this sign, "I would if I could but I can't” sign? A. I don't remember 
whether they wore them that day or the next day. I know they wore 

| 


them. | 

Q. Whatever day they wore them, you knew they mere wearing 
them? A. Right. 

Q. And they were wearing them with the Garland label? 
A. Right. | 

MR. ZEIGLER: All right. | 

EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Trial Examiner Weil) I think you indicated there were 
some girls wearing other things, other tags, did you not? A. Wearing 
other ? | 

Q. Other tags than the two you have described. A. When are 
you speaking of ? | 

Q. On the day before the election. A. Yes, sir, there were all 
kinds of tags. There were union buttons, there were union emblems, 


there were Garland hang tags. 
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Q. Anything else? I got the impression you were cut off in 


the middle of an answer there. I wanted you to finish it. A. That's 


all that I can recall. 
Q. That's all you recall? Thank you. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Your witness. 
REDIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) Mrs. Webster, was anyone else - I’m 
bringing you to September 9, with respect to the thirty or so about 
whom you have been asked, was anyone else consulted during that 
period of time within your knowledge by Mr. Levin with respect to 
the September 9 lay off or whatever you called them ? 

A. Well, he in turn called all the supervisors together some 
time in the afternoon, in the early afternoon. 

Q. Well, what I’m asking particularly, was Mr. Van Schyndel 
present? A. Yes, sir, he was. 

Q. Whois Mr. Van Schyndel? A. Personnel Manager. 

Q. Was Mr. Usry present? A. At one particular point, yes, 
sir. 

Q. And about what time of the day were these discussions 
had on September 9, if you recall. A. Iwas called to the office 
sometime after break on September 9. 

Q. And after break would be -~ A. It would be after 10:00 
o'clock. 

Q. And the separations on that day, when did they occur? 

A. They occurred at 4:30 or twenty after, I believe -I don't know. 
He spoke to them at different intervals. There were two different 
groups. 

Q. Were you present while they were actually being told? 

A. No, sir. 

Q. How were they gathered to come into his office to be told? 
A. He prepared a list for each supervisor of the girls in their 
department that would be called to the office, and he called one group 
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about 4:10, I believe it was, and another one, I believe at 4:20. I 
don't know the exact time, but possibly it was about that time. 

Q. Did he utilize the individual supervisors to get them to 
his office? A. Yes, sir. He gave each supervisor a list. 

Q. On that day in which these thirty or so were considered, 
how many other employees were also under consideration, do you 
know? A. I don't know. I would say it was two or three weeks and 
we cut back another group. I couldn't give you the dates on that. 

* * * x e 

MARVIN LEVIN 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of the Respondent and, 
being first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 


* * * * i * 


DIRECT EXAMINATION | 
Q. (By Mr. Smith) Mr. Levin, I guess you commute from 
Savannah? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Mr. Levin, are you employed at Garland —— Mills of 
Beaufort, South Carolina? A. Yes. 
Q. How long have you been employed by Garland of Beaufort, 
South Carolina? A. I came here on May 1, 1966. 


What are you at the plant? A. The plant manager. 


Who was the plant manager before you? A. Glenn Carter. 

Do you know a Mr. Van Schyndel? A. Yes, sir. 

What is his title? A. He is the personnel manager. 

When did he come to Garland of Beaufort, South Carolina? 
A.. Van came about a week before I did. 

Q. Let's see. Where were you employed before you came to 

Garland of Beaufort? A. For the Garland Corporation of Brockton, 
Massachusetts. 


Q. What were your duties there? A. I was in quality control, 
| 
| 


and I ran the shirt division. 
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Q. How long were you with the Garland Corporation? A. Just 
under two years. 

Q. Prior to that, what did you do? A. I was self employed. 

Q. As what? A. Ihad my own factories. 

Q. Inthose factories, what type of thing did you manufacture ? 
A. Garments, similar to what Garland is. 

Q. Do you know where Mr. Carter is at the present time ? 

A. Ihave heard he is in Knoxville, Tennessee. 

Q. Do youknow? A. No, I just heard this. 

Q. Mr. Levin, when you came to Garland of Beaufort, were you 
aware of a union organization drive in effect or campaign? A. Yes, 
sir. 

Q. On behalf of the Company, Garland, did you take any active 
part yourself in this campaign, one way or the other? A. No. 

Q. During that time, what did you do? A. Well, I just came to 
the plant, and I was pretty much getting my feet wet, looking over, 
trying to learn the operation. 

Q. As plant manager, would you describe your duties? A. Well, 
I'm in charge of production, the overall operation. 

Q. Are you the chief officer at Garland of Beaufort? A. Yes, 
sir. 

Q. Now, would you state - we've heard a lot about it - would 
you state just what Garland manufactures? A. Here in Beaufort? 

Q. Yes, here in Beaufort. A. Well, here in Beaufort we 
manufacture a whole array of Garland skirts. We make just about 
al} the skirts that go with Garland sweaters. We make the entire 
style group of the Garland skirts. 

Q. Are you exclusive in skirt manufacturing? A. Yes. 


Q. Is this cotton or woolen? A. Well, this is seasonal. We're 


in wool now. We just finished cottons, but it is predominantly wool, 
but we do go back and forth. 
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Q. All right, sir. When you came to Garland of Beaufort and 
took over in about May, what was the total payroll at that time? 
A. The payroll ran between 360 to 370 people. 

Q. That is your total employees? A. Total employees. 

Q. Does that include clerical and supervision ? A. That 
includes everybody. 

Q. All right. Let's talk about production. Approximately how 
many production workers were on the payroll at that time? 2A I 
would say around 320. 

Q. Around 320? A. I would say that. 

Q. And of that group, how many were actually at work at that 
time? A. They all were at work at that time. That was the plant 
level at that time. 

Q. What control does Garland Corporation, if = have over 
this plant, Garland of Beaufort? A. Garland of Brockton? 

Q. Yes. A. Garland of Brockton completely controls this. 
They tell us what to do. | 


Q. What is the method of business insofar as manufacture is 


concerned between the Garland Corporation of Brockton and Garland 
Knitting Mills of Beaufort? A. We receive orders in| the mail from 
Brockton. | 

Q. What do these orders do? A. They specify what we will 
make, how many we will make. They tell us just exactly what to 

cut. We get the patterns from Massachusetts and the goods come in 

from our own trailers. | 

Q. Do you make any sales from Garland of Beaufort? A. Oh, 
none whatsoever. 

Q. What happens to your produced or your wo product ? 
A. We have trailers that come in once or twice a week. We load 
them up here and they roll to Brockton. 

Q. Are any patterns or goods selected or purchased locally 
at Garland of Beaufort? A. None whatsoever. 
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Q. Let me call your attention to September 9, 1966. Did 

anything unusual occur insofar as your operation is concerned 
on that date? A. On the morning of September 9, 1966, I received 
a phone call from Dave Bedwick, who is the Vice President in 
charge of Sportswear. Mr. Bedwick told me that Garland’s business 
had gone into a severe slump, that orders weren't anywhere coming 


in the way'they expected, and it was necessary - it would be neces- 
sary to cut back, that as far as he was concerned we could get some 
cutting orders in the near future, but relatively few, and he said, 
“The plant is just too big. You are going to have to cut it back.” 

He said, "It will be necessary to start terminating.” He said, "You 
will just have to let thirty people go to start with.” 

Q. All right, sir. About what time did this call come in? 

A. It was late in the morning; it must have been about 11:00 o'clock. 

Q. Had you any advance notice of such a telephone call? 

A. Ihad no advance notice. I had known that business seemed to 
be slowing down, but I had no knowledge that Mr. Bedwick would 
call me at that time. I had no knowledge whatsoever. 

Q. What control does Mr. Bedwich have over Garland of 
Beaufort Corporation? A. He is a direct operator. He is in direct 
charge of it. 

Q. As a result of his conversation what, if anything, did you 
do? A. I did what I was told to do. I found it necessary - I got all 
the department heads, I got Van Schyndel who is our personnel man, 
I got Anita Webster who is in charge of the floor, I got Wayne Usry, 
who is in charge of the cutting room, and we sat down and I went 
through the personnel records, and I found the names of a number 
of people who I decided it would be necessary to terminate that day. 

Q. It would not be? A. That it would be necessary to terminate 
that day. 

Q: Now, what duty did Mrs. Webster have during this gathering? 
What were Mrs. Webster's duties while you were together? What 
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did she do? A. Well, Mrs. Webster runs the floor and she knows 
the people. She has been there since the plant originated. She 
knows the people a lot better than I do. I asked her to find what 
areas we could cut back in and I sat with the records, and I brought 


up the names, and we discussed them, and she just gave me her 


opinion on a group of people, but it was my decision what happened. 

Q. Did you also discuss that with Mr. Van Schyndel ? A. Yes, 
many times Van would speak to people and know certain things that 
I don't know. People will come in to see Van, sol asked Van's 
opinion, yes. | 

Q. What about the records? Did anyone have possession of 
the personnel records while this was going on? A. I did. 

Q. What about the production records? Are they maintained 
at Garland of Beaufort? A. Yes. 

Q. Were they present at that time? A. Yes. 

Q. Now, during this day approximately how many records were 


considered? A. Well, we went through basically the whole shop. 

Q. Was any method of practice used in determining what would 
go from any particular area or what had to be cut down from any 
particular area; if there was any method, what was it? 

A. Well, we knew there were style changes coming up, and I 
had seen part of the new line coming up, and I knew certain areas, 
it would be best to be changed. I knew how to cut back in those 
areas. I knew our production would go down, and I just asked - 
well, we went in the plant. I knew we would need less of each 
operation. Now, each operation stands on its own. In other words, 
in a factory, you have so many zipper setters, so many dart girls, 
so many pinkers, so many of every operation, if you cut back, you 
cut back in that specific operation. We rarely move girls from one 
area to another, so if it was necessary, there would be less anything, 


less darts or less zippers, and we had say, ten girls in that area, 


we would cut back to eight. 
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Q. Was a determination made as to how many had to go from 
each of these particular areas that you are discussing? A. Yes, 
we discussed it, yes. 

Q. Now, on that day -- Well, first, were these terminations 
or lay offs on that day? A. Termination. 

Q. What is a termination as compared to a lay off at Garland 
of Beaufort? A. Well, the way we look at it, when a person is 
terminated, you do not expect to call her back within the reasonable 
future. Therefore, in fairness to the girl and everybody, you termi- 
nate her, at which point, of course, the benefits that Garland give 
are terminated, but it allows the girl to go out and get a job some 
place else. You don’t want to keep the girl on the hook indefinitely. 
It just isn’t fair. 

Q. What about a lay off, what is that? A. A lay off is where 
you expect or hope to keep a girl on your role, and you hope to 


bring her back within a reasonable period of time. You lay her off 
for a short period of time, hoping to bring her back in the reasonable 
future. 

Q. Were any benefits maintained as to lay offs? A. When a 
person is laid off, they have all the benefits that anybody working 
at Garland has. 

Q. Are any maintained as to terminations? A. No. Once a 


person is terminated, they are terminated. 
Q. Now, on that day, how many were actually terminated? 
A. Twenty-nine. 
Q. Is there a category of employee called service girl? 
A. Yes. 
Q. How many service girls were terminated? A. Either three 
or four. 
Q. Is there a category of employee called an operator? A. Yes. 
Q. How many operators were terminated? A. Eleven. 
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Q. Was Alice Ebbs among the service girls who were 
terminated? A. Yes. 

Q. Was Dorene Walker? Excuse me - Was Dorene Crumley 
among the operators who were terminated? A. Yes. 

Q. Was Evelyn Houston among the operators which were 
terminated? A. Yes. | 

Q. Was Rebecca Frazier among the operators who were 
terminated? A. Yes. | 

Q. Is there a category called trim inspector? A. Yes. 

Q. How many of those were terminated? A. I believe there 
were five. | 


Q. What about shipping? A. Well, yes, we were cutting back 
in the overall plant. Two in shipping. 

Q. Were there other categories terminated that day? A. Oh, 
yes. We terminated in every category. | 


Q. And that occurred on the 9th of September? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Throughout the month of September, were there any 
further terminations? A. Yes, I think we terminated another 
eleven a couple of weeks later. | 

Q. During the month of October were there any further 
terminations? A. About 25. 

Q. From that point on were there any other Se 


A. Yes, it was fairly small - I would say about five, five or six in 
December. | 

Q. Now, were there any lay offs during this period of time? 
A. Oh, there were enormous lay offs. 

Q. When did these lay offs begin? A. They began about the 
first week in October. 
Q. And what was the lay off situation from a on until, 
let's say - through 1966. A. Well, the lay off is - we were actually 


only working a third of the plant. We were working one -third of the 


plant and had two-thirds laid off, and there were people who worked 
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for two weeks and had four weeks off, and then worked for two more 
weeks and had four more weeks off. At no time was there more than 
one-third of the plant working. 

Q. As of January 1, 1967, what was your total payroll? 

A. January 1? 

Q. Of 1967. A. I would say between 300 and 320. 

Q. Does that include clerical help? A, That includes everybody. 

Q. Of your production force, your ordinary workers, approxi- 
mately how many were on the payroll as of January 1, 1967? 

A. About 270. 

Q. Of that 270 on January 1, 1967, approximately how many 
were actually at work? A. There were 90 or 100, in that area, 90 
to 100. 

Q. In what category were the others, the difference? A. They 
were laid off. 

Q. Now, with respect to these people, was there any method 

of lay off or employment that you followed through this period 
of time? A. Well, as I said, we rotated the people. 

Q. What do you mean by rotated? A. As I said we had them 
a third on, and two-thirds off, We would take about 100 on, and 200 
on the lay off situation in the whole area. We brought the people in 
for two weeks at a time, and they would be off the rest of the time. 

Q. Did that rotation apply to every category of employee ? 


A. Everyicategory but one. The cutting room wasn't rotated, or 


the cutters weren't rotated. That’s another category completely, 
the cutters. 

Q. Now, I bring you back to around September 9, 1966, again. 
Besides this termination that you spoke of, did anything else unusual 
occur in the operation of the mill? A. Well, when I first came down 
at the beginning of May, this plant in Beaufort was still making pants 
and skirts; within a very short time we took all the pants out of here 
and made only skirts, so we found ourselves in the position, with two 
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lines making the same thing, and it just wasn’t working out. We 
| 


were lugging stuff too much around. So I waited until I fugured 
there was any kind of a slow down period which was developing 
at the beginning of September. At that point I just consolidated 
both lines and eliminated one line completely. | 
Q. When was this done? A. The weekend of the 9th of 
September. I think September 9 was a Friday and we did it on 
Saturday. 
Q. How was this accomplished physically? A. We physically 
took the machines in the smaller line and moved them into the bigger 


line. 


Q. After the lines were consolidated, did the single line em- 
yloy the same number of people as the two lines? A. Oh, no. 
Q. Do you know Alice Ebbs? A. Yes, sir. | 

Q. Was she a service girl? A. Yes, sir. | 

Q. Was she in those lines affected? A. She was in the line 
eliminated. She was a service girl in the line eliminated. 

Q. As of today, approximately how many of your total payroll 
are actively at work? A. Today we have 220 people working. 
Q. Is that your total employees or production or what ? 


A. It's total employees. | 

Q. Approximately how many of production are employed? 
A. About 180. | 

Q. Within the forseeable future and the work that you are 
getting, what is your ultimate work force forecast to be? A. Well, 

if the projections I have seen are correct, we should go back 
to about 275 people; that's the figure that I see at the moment. 

Q. Are you talking now about production ccm or total people ? 
A. Total people. 

Q. Now, as you were on September 9, 1966, what factors or 
considerations did you consider in making your termination 
determinations? A. Well, we looked at their records, As I said, 
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we knew the areas that we had to cut down on. We looked at pro- 
ductivity.’ We looked at the absentee record of the girl, the basic 
attitude, her versatility, the seniority - those are the general things. 

Q. And how many records did you - production and personnel 
records did you review during this period of time, speaking of 
September 9? A. We hada very limited time. It was noontime. 

Q. I mean how many did you review? A. Most of them. Most 
of the operators. Most of the people. 


Q. All right. You say Evelyn Houston is an operator? A. Yes, 


sir. 

Q. What category of operator was she? A. She was a zipper 
hanger. She hung zippers. 

Q. She hangs zippers? A. That’s right. 

Q. Do you know how many zipper hangers or zipper operators 
were released or terminated on that day? A. I can't say off hand. 
I don’t know. 

Q. With respect to Dorene Crumley, was she an operator ? 

A. Yes, sir. 

Q. What type of operator was she? A. She was a dart setter. 

Q. Asetter, a dart setter? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. With respect to Rebecca Frazier, she was an operator ? 
A. Yes, sir. 

Q. What type of operator was she? A. She also set darts. 

Q. And Alice Ebbs was a service girl? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. With respect to the dart setters, do you know how many 
were terminated on that date? A. Five. 

Q. How many dart setters were retained, do you know? 

A. I think it was 12 to 15, but the facts I just don’t know. 

Q. Now, how did the separation of dart sets compare in number 
in relation to the other terminations in that day? A. It was the 
heaviest group that we terminated. 
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Q. Why was that group the heaviest? A. Well, there were a 
couple of factors. For one thing, we were going into a new season. 
Garland has just put on a new design for us, where normally in the 
past the skirts had 16 darts per garment, we found now that the skirts 
only had 8 darts; and under any circumstances we would have had to 
cut back in that area anyway. There was just a big style change in 
that particular area. ! 

Q. And when did that style change occur? A. well, that was 
going to the new line which was coming in. | 

Q. When did you have notice of this style change? A. Well, I 
had just seen a few garments of the line that week. That was the 
first I had seen them, the beginning of September. ! 

* * * * *x 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) I believe you have testified that you reviewed 
the records of all of the persons? A. Yes, sir. | 

Q. Did you review the records of the other operators ? A. Yes, 
sir. 

Q. Did you consider production as one of the factors in making 
your determinations, or termination determinations ? A. Oh, yeah. 


Q. With respect to Dorene Crumley, did you observe her 


record? A. Yes. 
Q. Did you observe her production record? A. Yes. 
Q. With respect to Rebecca Frazier, did you observe her 
record? A. Yes. 
Q. With respect to Alice Ebbs, did you observe Her record? 
A. We don't have any records on Alice Ebbs. 
Q. Why not? A. Alice Ebbs is a service girl. You don't have 
any record on service girls. 


Q. You are speaking of production records? A. | Yes. 


Q. Simply by observation? A. Yes. It's the only way to come 


to any conclusion on a service girl. | 
| 


294 


Q. Were determinations made in the records as to whether 
or not persons were eligible for re-employment? A. Would you 
repeat that ? 

Q. Were determinations made in the personnel records as 
to whether terminated employees were eligible for re-employment? 
A. Yes, they should have been. Van takes care of that. Yes. 

Q. As plant manager, are the records under your general 
control? A. Yes. 

Q. Are personnel and production records maintained in the 
ordinary course of business at Garland of Beaufort? A. Yes. 

Q. Are notations made in the regular course of business as 
to the reasons for termination? A. Yes. 

Q. By whom are those ordinarily made? Are they -- A. They 
are made by the Personnel Department, either Van Schyndel or his 


secretary. 


Q. All right. I show you at this time the personnel record of 


Evelyn Houston. Is there a termination of employment slip within 
that personnel record? A. Yes. 

Q. Isithere a production record within that personnel folder? 
A. Yes. 

= *x * 

VOIR DIRE EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Mr. Levin, was this made out in your 
presence? A, No, it was not. 

MR. WILLIAMSON: Same objection. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: It will be received. 


(The document above referred to 
heretofore marked Respondent's 
Exhibit No. 25 for identification, 
was received.) 


MR. SMITH: And with leave to withdraw it? 
TRIAL EXAMINER: And with leave to withdraw. 
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MR. SMITH: I offer Respondent's Exhibit No. 26, the production 
record of Dorene Crumley. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: How many pages is that, Counselor ? 

MR. SMITH: That is in two pages, and request permission 


to withdraw and substitute true copies. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Any objection? 
MR. WILLIAMSON: No objection. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: It will be received. | 


(The document above referred to, 
heretofore marked Respondent's 
Exhibit No. 26 for identification, 
was received.) 


TRIAL EXAMINER: Does the large "A" in some of the boxes 
mean absent ? 

THE WITNESS: Absent. 

FURTHER DIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) Mr. Levin, do you consider this a good or 
a bad production record? A. It is a good record. 

Q. And are production pages such as the one we have just 
looked at, Respondent's Exhibits Nos. 26, 24, 23 and 21, similar to 
the production records that you discussed or conferred with as to 
all employees on September 9? A. Yes. | 

Q. Was that same procedure followed in all subsequent 
discussions as to whether an employee should be terminated? 

A. Yes, now this was, of course, all production people who were 
on the direct machine work, you understand. 

Q. With respect to service girls, how did you determine then 
or subsequently with respect to their capacity to work? A. Well, 
we discussed - the discussion then had to be on evaluation, because 
it was purely evaluation, there are no production figures on people 
like service girls, so the productivity became evaluation. 

@. Is that by observation? A. Yes, it's the only way. 


* * * * 
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CROSS EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Mr. Levin, do you have available the 
names of the other people who were, as you put it, terminated on 
September 9? A. No, I do not. 

Q. Do you not remember those names? A. No. 

Q. Do you have a record available to you of their names? 

A. Not with me, no. 

Q. Isit atthe plant? A. It’s at the plant. Yes, it is at the 
plant. 

Q. Do those records also have the dates of hire of those 
individuals on them? A. Yes. 

Q. Mr. Levin, I understand from Counsel for the Company, the 
other people involved on the September 9 situation are present in the 
Court Room. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: The other records are; the people are not. 

MR. WILLIAMSON: Did I say the people? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I think you did. 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) I would like to ask you, Mr. Levin, if 


you would, to check those records and give me the remaining names 


of those who were laid off on September 9. A. Mary Brown, Mary 
Louise Brown. 
Q. When was she hired? Does your record reflect that? 
A. On 9/°4/65. 
Q. "65? A. Yes. 
Q. Next. 
MR. ZEIGLER: What was her occupation? 
THE WITNESS: Sewing. 
Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Was she a machine operator? A. Yes, 
a machine operator. And Mary Lee Fields. 
Q. F-i-e-l-d-s? A. Yes. 
Q.. What was her date of hire? A. 8/29/66. 
1117 Q. And what was her job? A. Sewing. 
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A machine operator? A. Yes, sir. Helen Mae Giles. 
M-a-y? A. M-a-e. 
Giles? A. Yes. G-i-l-e-s. 
And her date of hire? A. 7/21/66. She was in the shipping 
room. | 
MR. WILLIAMSON: Your Honor, could we go off the record for 
just a minute? 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Off the record. 
(Discussion off the record.) 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Back on the record. 
THE WITNESS: Sally Gooding, G-o-o-d-i-n-g. | 
@. (By Mr. Williamson) Her date of hire? A. 5/25/65. She 
was a presser. | 
Q. Is that in the pressing department? A. Yes. | Audrey 
Hawkins, H-a-w-k-i-n-s. 4/28/66. She was in the trimming 
inspection department. | 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Trim and Inspect Department. 
THE WITNESS: Mary Lee Jackson, 9/18/65. She was a machine 
operator. : 
Q. (By Mr. Williamson) A machine operator? A. Yes. 
Q. Insewing? A. Yes. Bernice Jenkins, 8/1/66. She was a 


machine operator in the sewing department. 
Eartha Lee Mervin, 1/24/66. She was a machine’ loperator in 
sewing. | 
Janice Miller, 7/25/66. She was in the trim and inspect. 


Nora Alice Millidge. 


Q. Is that M-i-l-l-i-d-g-e?. A. M-i-l-l-i-d-g-e, 8/30/65. 
She was a sewing machine operator. 
Annie Lou Millidge, 5/25/65. She was a presser. 
Irene Linda Mitchell, 6/14/66, Ithink. Yes. She was a 
machine operator in the sewing department. | 
Dorothy Mae Mitchell. | 
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Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Is that M-a-e? A. Yes, sir. 8/17/ 
64. She was in the sewing department. She was an operator. 

Charles Douglas Nettles, N-e-t-t-l-e-s, 5/ 16/66. He was a 
night watchman. 

Maggie Veronica Orr, O-r-r, 6/13/66, a machine operator in the 
sewing department. 

Mae Belle Parker. 

Q. Is Mae Belle two words? A. Yes, sir. 8/29/66. 

Q. Belle, B-e-l-l-e? A. She is in the sewing department. 

Phyllis Panecali, P-a-n-e-c-a-l-i, 3/13/64. She is in the 
cutting department. 

Virginia M. Schimmel, S-c-h-i-m-m-e-l, 9/6/66, trim and 
inspect. 

Judith M. Schmidt, S-c-h-m-i-d-t. She was in the cutting room. 
The date of her employment isn’t in here. 

Q. Does she have an employment application? A. Her physical 
examination. 

Q. What date is on it? A. March 28, 1967 - she must have 
been re-employed. She must have put another application in March 
15, 1966. 

Q. That's the date of her first hire? A. That is her physical 
examination. She must have gotten hired a short period after that - 
a day or two. 

Q. You say she has been rehired? A. No. No. She put ina 
new application. 

Beatrice Smalls, 8/22/66. She is a machine operator. 

Geraldine Smith, 6/22/66, in the cutting room. 

John Clarence Sumner, June 6, 1966 - he’s a mechanic. 


Joanne Wedlock, 8/1/66, in the sewing room, machine operator. 


Juanita White, 5/20/63, in the sewing room, machine operator. 
Q. Is that all? A. That's all these I have. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Twenty-four. 
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Q. (By Mr. Williamson) And there were a total of 29? 
A. Yes. | 

Q. As of September 9? A. We don't have a few of them. 
Dorene Crumley or a few others. | 

Josephine Bostick, B-o-s-t-i-c-k, 5/21/64, sewing baachine 
operator. 

Q. Iwonder if you could give us the dates of hire of the women 
we have been concerned with here today? A. I'd have to look in the 
records. | 

Dorene Crumley, 4/19/65. 

Alice J. Ebbs, 8/18/65. 

Rebecca Frazier, 12/31/63. 

Q. 12/31/63? A. That's right. 

Evelyn Houston, 6/16/65. 

Q. What about Walker ? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: She's not in that group. 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Now, the only service girls out of the 
group that you just went through, that was Alice Ebbs, is that correct? 

A. There were three service girls. Maybe if I went in the 


sewing areas, they might have been operators. 

Q. Well, out of the group you just read, out of the Company's 
personnel records, however, you do not mention the category service 
girl in connection with any of them. A. Well, I might have been 
wrong - they put sewing and I assumed they were sewing machine 
operators. | 

Q. There is a difference between a sewing machine operator 
and a service girl? A. There is much difference. ! 

Q. And that difference would normally be reflected in your 
personnel records? A. I would have to go through them. There 
wouldn't be a production record for them. I can go through them 
again if you want. | 
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Q. Iwould like to ask you to check through the record of 
Josephine Bostick again, if you would, and find out whether or not 
since 5/21/64, that you gave as her day of hire, she had quit and 


been re-employed by the Company? A. She was terminated on 
7/27/64; rehired on 5/9/66. 

Q. 5/9/ what? A. ‘66. 

Q. So her seniority would count from the 1966 date? A. Well, 
there are other people in there that were terminated and came back. 


I believe Rebecca Frazier had had a leave of absence for three 
months. 

Q. Well, there is a difference between a leave of absence and 
being terminated. You say that there is a possibility that other 
people on the list that you read to me have been terminated since 
the dates of hire that you gave me, and then been rehired? Does that 
possibility exist? A. The only possibility that I could see would be 
in the cutting area where I'm rehiring cutting people. 

Q. Iwould like to ask you to check the record of Mary L. 
Brown and see if that has happened? A. Not as her service records 
show. 

Q. Would you check the record, please, of Nora A. Millidge, 
M-i-l-l-i-d-g-e, for similar information. 

MR. WILLIAMSON: It might save a bit of time if you left those 
records up there with him, because we are going to have a lot of 
questions. 

MR, SMITH: I believe you are probably right. 

THE WITNESS: Not according to our records, sir. 

Q. Allright. Annie L. Millidge? A. Not according to our 
records, sir. 

Q. Dorothy Mae Mitchell - has she been rehired since 8/17/64? 
A. Dorothy Mitchell, sir? 

Q. Dorothy Mae Mitchell? A. No, sir. 
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Q. Phyllis Panecali, P-a-n-e -c-a-l-i? A. No, sir. 

Q. Does Mrs. Panecali's record reflect whether she has been 
quitting off and on for a period of time? A. According to se 
record she was terminated 4/16/64 and re -instated 6/7 45. 

Q. So her seniority would be counted from that later date? 

A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Has she quit at any time since then? A. On 1/22/65, quit. 

Q. When was she rehired after that? A. The record see not 
show - wait a minute - 4/23/66, date employed. 

Q. That is her latest date for hire out there? A. I assume so. 

Q. April of '66? A. Yes. | 

Q. Would you check the record of Juanita White, W-h-i-t-e? ? 
A. Yes. 

Q. You gave her original date of hire as 5/20/63 ? A. “ There’ s 
a date under it of 9/3/63. 

Q. What does that indicate? A. Iassume - - there is a one 
on the back with no date - it says, "Mrs. White had been reprimanded 

time after time for constant talking and interfering with other 
operators.” 

Q. No, sir. I'm not asking you that. A. Well, other than that 
it says 9/3/63, and I have nothing else to go by, sir. | 

Q. Does it reflect any later date of hire other than 5/20/63? ? 
A. It says 9/3/63 on this, sir - that's all I have. That's everything 
I have in front of me. 

Q. That 9/3/63, would that be a date she quit or has een laid 
off? A. I should imagine it was the date she was rehired, but that’s 
all I can tell from this record. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I note - let me interrupt here - I note that 


among the papers you have there, there doesn't seem to be, a pro- 


duction record, is that correct? 
THE WITNESS: No, there isn't one on this. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Does that indicate? 


1125 


1128 


302 


THE WITNESS: She is not a production record, then. 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) You gave us her category as sewing. 
A. She must be a service girl, I would imagine. If there's no pro- 
duction record, she would be a service girl. 

Q. Does the record reflect that she is a service girl? Is there 
anything that reflects that she is a service girl? A. No. No, it 
doesn't. 

Q. You don’t know that of your own knowledge ? A. No, I don't. 

Q. She wasn’t one of the service girls whose work you 
observed out in the plant? A. What's that, please? 

Q. She isn't one of the service girls whose work you observed 
out at the plant? A. Juanita White? 

Q. Yes. A. At this point, I do not remember. 

Q. Would you check the file of Josephine Bostick - no, excuse 
me. Now, you have told us, I believe, that a Mary Lee Jackson was 


laid off on this day, or terminated as of this date. Didn't she actually 
quit that day? A. Her husband was transferred and she was - we 


included her in the twenty-nine, yes. 

Q. She actually came in and quit that day around noon, didn't 
she? Told you that her husband had been transferred? A. She told 
us that her husband had been transferred, I believe she planned to 
quit a few weeks later, but when we wanted to leave so many go, we 
included her in that list. 

Q. She told you that when, about noon that day? A. She didn't 
tell me this. She spoke to Mr. Van Schyndel, who handles that thing. 
He told me. She did not speak to me at all. 

cs = * * * 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Do you remember what you testified 
about it? You testified that it was bad? A. Yes. 

Q. Do you know any reason why, on Mrs. Houston's termination 
of employment sheet, why nothing is checked under the category, 
non-productive? A. No, I don’t know any reason. 
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Q. Let me see the termination of employment sheet for Audrey 
Hawkins. All right, sir. Now, with Mrs. Hawkins, she is checked 
under the discharge column again, isn't she? A. Yes. | 
Q. And what does she have checked under the disctarge column 


there? A. Non-productive. 


Q. Do you know of any reason why, as compared to Mrs. Houston, 
why she wasn't checked, why Mrs. Hawkins is checked under non- 
productive and Mrs. Houston isn't? A. I don't know anything about 


that, no. 


* * * ™ * 


Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Now, what time was it sual you got this 
information from Boston again? A. Late in the morning, around 
11:00 o'clock. | 

Q. Around 11:00 o'clock? And after you got the information, 
you went where? To the Personnel Office? A. I went into Van 
Schyndel's office. Now, I go to Van Schyndel's office, because my 
office has windows on it facing the shop, and I cannot talk with any 
group. I wanted to talk away from the shop, because I see the people 
and they see me at this time, and Van Schyndel's office is in back 
where nobody can see; therefore, I went into his office away from 
everybody. | 

Q. And of course, that's where these records that you went 
through are located? A. They're in the personnel office; I don't 

have any of these records. ! 

Q. Excuse me. Is he in the personnel office or is he off by 
himself? A. Well, there are two offices. He has an office and then 
there is an office in front of his, which is the secretary's. 

Q. And at this time he was also running the personnel office, 
too? A. Well, they are both the personnel office; one is the secre- 
tary's office and one his personal office behind it. The records are 


kept in the secretary's office. | 
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Q. Isee. And at that time you had one of these folders on 
something over 300 people, like you have been displaying here today ? 
A. Yes. 

Q. When did Mrs. Webster arrive? A. Well, I went into Van's 
office and then I asked Van if he would ask his secretary to get 
Anita - or I should imagine it went like that. 

Q. Did you stay there talking with Mr. Van Schyndel for some 
period of time before Mrs. Webster arrived? A. No, I would say 
no. 

Q. Now, after you got together with Webster and Van Schyndel, 
the three of you had a discussion about what areas of the plant you 
can cut down on? A. We went over it generally, yes. 

Q. You say generally, now, did you do this department by 
department? A. Well, when it pertained to Mrs. Webster, we dis- 
cussed it, but as far as the cutting room, it was out of her juris- 


diction, so she wasn’t - we asked for Wayne Usry who is in charge 
of it. 


Q. All right, sir. Were there any other foremen or super - 
visors invited to this discussion? A. No. 

Q. Just the four of you? A. I don't think Wayne was there 
most of the time. Wayne only came in when we discussed his area. 

Q. The cutting room? A. Yes. 

Q. But did Mrs. Webster remain present throughout the entire 
length of time? A. To the best of my recollection, I don't know. 

Q. Did you then go through the plant department by department? 
A. Pretty much so, yes. 

Q. Did you arrive at a decision as to how many you would 
terminate out of that department? A. Well, we knew the figure we 
wanted to go for. We were told by Dave Bedwick that he wanted us 
to terminate approximately thirty people. 

Q. Oh, the number of people was set up in Boston? A. That's 
right. 
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Q. That was not left to your discretion? A. No. In my conver- 


sation with Mr. Bedwick he said that he felt we should cut back to 
around 340 or 350, so I assumed the figure of 30 people. ; 

Q. Did he indicate to you which departments? A. No, that 
was left to my discretion. 

Q. Did he indicate to you how many in each ee 
A. Oh, he couldn't do that. He didn't know. | 

Q. That was left to your discretion, too? A. Ef has to be. 

Q. So then, as you went through each department, you would 
decide the number of people to be dropped out of that department ? 
A. Yes, with the help of the people around me. | 

Q. Now, did Mrs. Webster give you any help as to the number 
oi people you could drop out? A. Well, not to the number exactly. 

Q. She was more concerned with the identity of the people, 
the particular people, was she not? A. Yes, after all She has been 
there since the plant opened. She has been there on that floor. 

Q. All right. Now, you went through each department in the 

plant in that same way? A. Yes. | 

Q. And at the conclusion of your discussion, by going through 
these departments, had you arrived at that time as to the identity of 
those twenty-nine people who were going to be let go? A. Well, it 
was reasonably close. I don't know whether we were a/little over or 
under. We came to the conclusion then that this was approximately 
the group. | 

Q. All right, sir. Had you checked any records by that time ? 
A. Yes, we went through the records. 

Q. Were you doing that in the course of your discussion, 
department by department? A. Well, I had the records. Anita 


certainly didn't have the records. : 
Q. Well, the records were there in the room when you were 
discussing the lay offs, weren't they? A. Yes, the records were in 


the room. 
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Q. ‘And as you went through each department, you would get 
out the records of every y in that department? A. Not 
necessarily go through the records of every person, but we would 
go through and if it was a question of when this person had come to 
work, we went through the production record of every person. 

Q. The production record of every person in the plant? 

A. That was on production. 

Q. That was on production? A. Now, that production record, 
if I may add, the present one is kept in a book which is separate from 
this, so we didn’t necessarily have to go through every personnel 
record, but we went through the book, and if there was any question, 
we went back to the record. 

Q. All right, sir. Now, this book that you are talking about, 
is that Something that got started when you got there? A. Yes. 

Q. | That has been kept since what, May 30? A. Yes. 

Q. So your decision would have been made on the basis of 
performance since May 30, 1966? A. That's right. 

Q. And you would not have paid any attention to any performance 
prior to that? A. Unless I discussed it, but that is the basic infor- 
mation I could go by. That’s the information I had to deal by. 

Q. What about absenteeism? A. This production record shows 
the absenteeism on it. 

Q. So again, you were only going back to May 30, 1966? 

A. Basically, yes. 
Q. Was there any other information on this record that you 


used on arriving at your decision as to these folks? A. Well, 


we would discuss the person - maybe discuss her attitude - we just 
discussed the person. 
Q. Her attitude? A. Well, her basic or his cooperativeness. 
Q. You used the term attitude also, I noticed. What do you 
mean by that? A, Attitude toward their work. 
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@. Does that also include attitude toward Garland? A. I take 


it in the same context. 

Q. Did you use the word attitude around Mrs. Webster when 
you were talking to her? A. I cannot answer that. I honestly don't 
know. | 

Q. Did you question Mrs. Webster about the attitude of any of 
the people on this September 9 list? A. The subject came up, yes. 

Q. What words did you use in asking her about it? A. I don't 
remember. | 

Q. How could you ask Mrs. Webster about a person's attitude 
without using the word “attitude”? A. Well, perhaps I did. As I 
said, perhaps I did, but I can't sit here and say I did. Idon't 
remember. Perhaps I did. I won't deny that I did. I just don't 
remember. | 

Q. Did you discuss the attitude of each person on this list, all 
29 of them? A. Did we discuss the attitude? We discussed the 

attitude of 300 people. | 

Q. How long did it take you to do that? To discuss the attitude 
of 300 people in the plant? A. Well, we worked at it most of the 
afternoon. : 

Q. Sir? A. We stayed with it most of the afternoon. | 

Q. And you are saying - what time did this discussion get 
underway? A. About 11:00 o'clock. | 

Q. Well, the phone call was at 11:00 o'clock, wasn't it? A. We 
went immediately. | 

Q. And Mrs. Webster - it took her how long to get there ? 

A. Two minutes. | 

Q. Did you eat lunch that day? A. Yes. 

Q. And so you took what, about an hour for lunch? A. A half 


hour, I guess. | 
Q. Half anhour? A. Yes. 
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Q. Now, the people themselves were called in around 4:20 or 
4:30 that afternoon? A. Yes 

Q. And during this time you had to make out a list of who it was 
going to be, right? A. Yes. 

Q. And didn’t you make out some slips to give the people? The 
people in the production area there, to tell them to come? A. Yes. 

Q. | And you did all that and also determined the attitude of 300 
people during this time interval between 11:00 o’clock and 4:00 o'clock? 
A. There were many factors. 

Q. No, sir. You said you discussed with Mrs. Webster and Mr. 
Usry and Mr. Van Schyndel, you discussed the attitude of 300 people 
in the plant? A. There was a lot more besides attitude discussed. 

Q. You did discuss the attitude of all 300 people in the plant ? 
A. I don’t quite understand what you are saying. 

Q. Sir, you testified, and you correct me, if I’m wrong, that 
you discussed the attitude of everybody in the plant with Mrs. 
Webster, Mr. Van Schyndel and some pf them, I take it, with this 
gentleman, Mr. Usry. A. We discussed the productivity, we dis- 
cussed the absenteeism, we discussed many things, sir. 

Q. And the attitude? A. Oh, yes, everything. 


Q. And this was all 300 production people, approximately ? 

A. We went through the list of everybody we knew. We had the 
book in front of us and we went through it. 

Q. And this is your production book? A, Yes, that’s right. 

Q. ‘What did you have in front of you with reference to the 


attitude of these 29 people, or the whole group of people in the plant? 
A. Idon't quite follow you, sir. 

Q. ‘Did you have any document or papers in front of you 
concerning the attitude of the production workers in the plant? 
A. Documents of the attitude ? 

Q. Yes. Any documents bearing on what you would regard as 
their attitude? A. No. I don’t quite follow you. 
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Q. Now, during this time, with reference to the 29 people we 
have been discussing here, on September 9, you compared the pro- 
duction record of each one of these people with everyone else in the 
plant who was on a production basis? A. Oh, absolutely not. You 
cannot do that. As I said before, everybody stands on their own, to 
everybody in their own particular operation, so every picker stands 
with every picker; every zipper setter stands with every zipper setter; 
every inspector stands with every other inspector. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Are inspectors on production? — 

THE WITNESS: Yes. It's not on a machine. | 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) So you intercompared the production 
of all the inspectors in the plant. Is that right? A. Yes.' 

Q. How many inspectors did you intercompare ? A. Inspectors 
alone ? 

Q. Yes. A. I would say there were about 15 inspectors; I just 
don't remember exactly. 

Q. You intercompared the production of each one of those 
people? A. If they were on production. | 


Q. Well, if they were inspectors -- A. If they were on pro- 


duction, I could compare. 

Q. Well, are some inspectors not on production ? A. All 
inspectors are on production. | 

Q. These inspectors that were on production, how many were 
they? A. Iwould guess 15. I don't know the figure. ! 

Q. So you intercompared the 15 people who were inspectors 
on a production basis during this time? A. That was one eet) 
yes. 

Q. Well, this is one thing you did? A. This is a thing I did, 
yes. | 

Q. How many zipper hangers on production did you compare? 
A. I don't remember the figures exactly on these. 


Q. Well, approximately? Your best estimate? A. Eight, ten. 
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Q. ‘You mentioned some dart -- A. Dart girls, yes. 

Q. Dart girls. Were they on production? A. Oh, yes. 

Q. ‘About how many were on a production basis that you went 
over the records that day? A. Fifteen. 

Q. You compared everyone of those 15 girls with the remainder 


of the category of dart girls? A. I went over it, yes. 
Q. ‘What other category did you go over that day? A. Every 


category, shipping, receiving -- 

Q. Well, the categories that were being paid on a production 
pasis? A. Are you talking about piece work people. 

Q. Yes. A. Everybody on piece work, first seamers, second 
seamers, zipper setters. 

Q. ‘How many first seamers did you go over that day? A. All 
that were there. 

Q. How many was that? A. There again, I don't have the figures. 

Q. Give me your best estimate? A. I would say 10. 

Q. How many second seamers? A. Fifteen. 

Q. |‘ Any other production people whose work you compared that 
day? A. Hemmers. 

Q. How many of those? A, Four. 

Q. Any more? A. Ido not remember, but whoever was ina 
similar category, I compared. 

Q. | Were there any more people who were being paid on a pro- 
duction basis that you can remember whose records you compared 
that day? A. Well, I would have to go over the shop individually. 

Q. Sir? A. Ibelieve so. 

Q. I'm just asking you about job categories. A. Do you want 
me to go over every single category? 

Q. | People who were ona production basis. A. I went over 
every single category. Do you want me to name every single 
category ? 

Q. Every category you went over. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: Why, Counselor, why? 


MR. WILLIAMSON: I'm trying to find out, Your Honor, how 
many intercomparisons of peoples’ production records he made. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Every person in the plant that was on 
production, he said, four times. ! 
MR. WILLIAMSON: Well now, I’m trying to find out who 
these categories are? | 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Well, what's the relevancy of that? 
MR. WILLIAMSON: Well, let me go at it this way. 
Q. (By Mr. Williamson) On September 9, when you were making 
these intercomparisons, how many employees were being paid on a 
production basis at the plant? A. On a production basis in the plant? 
Q. Yes. A. About 200. | 
Q. Two hundred? A. Yes. | 
Q. And those two hundred employees were broken down into 


eight or ten different job categories? A. Yes. 


Q. With a greater or lesser number of employees in each 


category? A. Yes. | 


Q. So that you had there one afternoon to go through the pro- 
duction records from May 30 down to the first week in September ? 

A. It's all on two pages. It was all on a page for each girl. 

Q. Allright, sir. Are these records out there at the plant now? 
A. Yes, and part of them are down here. You saw them today. 

Q. Those are the personnel folders, are they not ? A. You also 
saw the production records in front of you today. This is what our 
discussion right here was about, this is the production records. 

Q. I'm talking about the production records for all 200 people ? 
A. Yes, sir. I should imagine they are out there. | 

Q. Those are not here in the Court today ? A. Only these 
folders. , No. 

Q. The only ones that are here today are the people involved 


in the September 9 lay off? .A. As far as I know, sir. 
Q. The records for the remainder of the people in the plant on 


September 9, are they out at the plant? A. To my knowledge, I 
would say, yes, sir. 
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Marine Air Force Base, 
Beaufort, South Carolina, 
Thursday, April 6, 1967. 


* * * 


PROCEEDINGS 
EDWARD WARREN BERNAT 


was called as a witness by and on behalf of the respondent and, having 
been first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 
* * * * * 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) Mr. Bernat, are you the president of 
Garland Knitting Mills of Beaufort, South Carolina? A. Yes, Iam, sir. 

@. Are you also the president of Garland Corporation of 
Massachusetts? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Located in Massachusetts? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. What relationship do those two corporations bear to each 
other? A. Garland Knitting Mills of Beaufort, South Carolina, is a 
wholly-owned subsidiary of the Garland Corporation of Boston. 

Q. What is the nature of the work of Garland Corporation? 

A. We manufacture women’s ready-to-wear, sweaters, skirts. 

Q. I'm talking about Garland Corporation itself, just the 
corporation. 

Does it manufacture? A. Garland Corporation? 

Q. Yes. A. I would say yes. 

Q. And Garland of Beaufort? A. Manufactures ladies’ skirts. 

Q. Now, coming up to the year of 1966, when was the first time 
in 1966 that you came to Beaufort, South Carolina? A. On April 20. 

Q. April 20? A. Yes, Wednesday, April 20. 


Q. When was the last previous time you had been to Beaufort, 
to Garland of Beaufort, South Carolina? A. I believe it was the 


summer before, in June or July. 
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Q. All right now, what was your purpose in coming to Beaufort 
on April 20? A. Well, we had learned that there was a union organizing 
drive going on at our plant, and I came down to speak to the people and 
answer any questions they might have. 

Q. Did you hold any talks with the people? A. I aid, yes, I did. 

Q. Approximately how many talks did you hold with the em- 
ployees of Garland? A. I held, this is prior to the election? 

Q. Yes, prior to the election. A. I held three separate; well, 
no, I spoke to the employees on April 22, on Friday, April 22; I spoke 
to them on the morning of May 3; I spoke with them on the afternoon 
of May 6; and we had group meetings, with groups of employees, on 


May 10 and 11, and I addressed the employees early on the morning of 
Maj 12. 
Q. Now, in this May 3 meeting, what did you do? A. I spoke 


for just about a minute or two, to introduce Mr. Levin, our new plant 
manager there, and Mr. Van Schyndel, our new personne: manager. 

Q. Did they speak at all? A. Yes, sir, they did. 

Q. What did they say? A. Well, I would say in essence they 
said that they were happy to have their new jobs, and they were going 
to do their utmost to do a good job for the company and for the plant. 

Q. About how long did that talk last? A. Oh, I don't think 
either of them spoke for more than a minute or two. | 

Q. Now, on the--well, first, did you ever have any occasion to 
make a statement to anyone with respect to the talks that you made 
during this time? A. Yes, I did, sir. 

Q. To whom did you make such a statement? A. To a Board 
agent in Warrenton, Georgia, in mid June, I think it was June 14, 
around in that area. | 

Q. And you spoke in Warrenton, Georgia, to the Board agent; 
did that involve your talks at Beaufort, South Carolina? A Yes, it 
did, sir. 
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Q. What was the date, do you recall? A. June 14, I believe. 

Q. Now. coming back to April 22, your talks made on that date, 
please, to the best of your recollection, tell me what you told the em- 
ployees? A. Well, at that meeting, I introduced myself, I said, "Iam 
Edward Bernat, I am the president of Garland, Iam from Boston;"' and 
I said that I regretted it had been such a long time since I had been to 
the plant, and I also regretted the circumstances that brought me down 
this time, but I wanted the people to get to know me, and to ask me any 
questions that they might have; and I also made mention at that time, 
at that meeting, that that day I had presented two sewing machines to 
local high schools, the Robert Smalls High School, and I think it is the 
St. Helena’s High School, and as far as I was concerned, this was part 
of our program to build our relations within the community, and we 
wanted all of the people in Beaufort to work at our plant, and that we 
would hire people in advance, regardless of who they were; that was 
pretty much the gist of it. 

Q. About how long did this talk take? A. Well, I would say the 
talk itself took about five or six minutes, and I spoke to two groups; 
we called the plant in half a plant at a time. 


Q. Was the generally same talk made to both groups? A. Yes, 


it wasn't a prepared speech, but as well as I can remember, the very 
same words I'used the first time, I tried to use the second time. 

Q. Were any questions asked of you at that talk? A. No, there 
were no questions asked. 

Q. During the period of time prior to the speech, while you 
were in Beaufort, were any questions asked of you by employees? 
A. Yes, a few, sir. 

Q. Do you recall any of those questions? A. Well, there 
were questions asked, asking me when there was going to be an 
election, what the election would be about, there were questions, I 


was asked why we didn't have Negro supervisors, and mostly questions, 


315 


I would say the bulk of the questions I was asked were just detailed 
| 


questions concerning how the voting would be held, and this type of 
thing. | 
Q. Were questions such as these repeated to you at subsequent 
talks? A. Well, they were repeated to me during all of my trips to 
Beaufort. I walked around the plant, I was available, and girls would 
just call me over to their machines and ask me these questions. 
I don't know their names, you know, unless I had more to do with them. 
Q. Now, on the talk--we have covered the talk of May 3; on 
the talk of May 6, where did that occur? A. That was held in the 
cutting room again, in two sections again, half the plant each time. 
Q. Was the same general contents spoken at both meetings on 
that day? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Will you please tell what you said at that meeting? 
A. Well, I said it was one week prior to the election, and that I felt 
it was very important that everybody vote the following week; I said 
that it was up to each individual to make up their own minds, I said, 
"Don't let anybody else tell you or make up your minds for you, '* and 
I said that, "If you have signed a union card and you change your 
mind, you can vote "No," and I said, "on the other hand, | if you 
have never signed a union card and you decide you want a union, you 
should certainly vote 'Yes'," and again I just tried to keep pounding 
away at the point that it was very important that everybody vote; 
that the election could be decided by one vote, so each vote counted 
tremendously; and I also said that this was one election, and I had 
heard some conversation, certain people had asked me they seemed 
to get--the union had left a feeling in their minds that if they 
didn't win this time, you know, this was everybody's last chance; 
so I told everybody at that time, I think I made this statement, 
that, "This is one election, we may have to have others in 
e future,"' or something like that, that, "The union will 
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always be around, and we may have to have others in the future," if 
I can remember my words exactly. 

Q. Was there a campaign mentioned by you at this meeting or 
any other meeting? A. Oh, well, yes, I said at that time, I believe 
it was that meeting, this may even have been the first. I said that 
starting on May 16, we were going to start a campaign to make this the 
most profitable and efficient plant that Garland had. 

Q. Why was May 16th important? <A. Well, because the tension 
that was hanging over everybody's head would be lifted, and we would 
be free to start working efficiently, and certainly if we had made any 
changes leading to more productivity and efficiency, and to try to 
straighten out quality during that week or two, it would have been kind 
of difficult under the circumstances. 

Q. Was Boston mentioned at this or any other talk? A. I be- 
lieve in my first talk when I introduced myself I said I was from 
Boston. 


Q. Was a comparison made of Boston and this or any other 


Garland mill? A. No, during our group meetings several questions 
were asked of me about Boston, and I don't believe I ever said anything 
comparative regarding Boston. The only questions I really ever 
answered were questions put to me in those group meetings when 
people said, "Well, things are fine now because you are here, but what 
happens when you go back to Boston?" And I said that we had moved down 
a plant manager and a personnel manager from Boston, and I was sure 
that they would run the plant as I would want them to run the plant. 

Q. All right, sir, do you recall anything else of that May 6 
meeting? A. After the meeting was over, one of the group meetings, 
I think it was only one; well, I couldn't say whether it was the first 
or the second; there was a question asked from the floor pertaining 
to supervision, a supervisor had been discharged that day, and I was 
asked the question, why was this supervisor discharged; and how were 


we going to select our supervisors in the future. 
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Q. And what was answered? A. Well, I said that the supervisor 
had been discharged that day because as far as we were concerned she was 
not fulfilling her duties as we would want her to, and I said that super- 
visors in the future were going to be selected based upon | their ability to 
handle the job. | 

Q. Do you recall anything else at that particular a eee A. No, 
I don't, sir. 

Q. All right, let's come up to the group meetings. The question 
and answer sessions, if you will recall them, when did they occur? 

A. May 10 and 11. | 

Q. Approximately how many, or how many of these meetings did 
you hold? A. Eleven. | 


Q. How were they broken down? A. In terms of time--well, 


there were six the first day and five the second day. | 

Q. Now, in terms of personnel attending? A. Employees were 
called by sections and I think a couple of sections were So large, we 
were trying to get about 25 or 30 people in a group; and a couple of 
sections, there might have been 50 people in the section, 5 it would be 
divided into two groups. | 

Q. Did you introduce these talks in any way? A, 1 merely 
introduced them by saying, "I'm not going to make a speech, I'm here 


- | 
to answer your questions?" 


Q. Were questions asked of you? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. At the several meetings, how did the questions compare with 
each other? A. I would say they were very repetitive, from meeting to 
meeting. . 

Q. All right, sir, do you recall any of the questions asked of you 
at those sessions? A. Well, I can remember general areas of 
questions; I was asked about the union, again I was asked about the 
election, about the details of how it was going to be conducted, certain 
questions were asked of me about Boston; certain questions were asked 


of me about supervision. 
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Q. Do you recall any other questions? A. No. 

Q. Were any questions asked having to do with rates? A. Yes, 
definitely, excuse me. There were lots of questions about rates. 

Q. Do you recall anything, any other questions which were 
asked? A. Well, that whole area of rates and benefits and things of 
this nature, there was a whole raft of questions. 

Q. With respect to questions about the union, what were the types 
of questions or what were the questions, having to do with unions? 

A. Well, did everybody have to belong, how would they collect their 

dues, what happened in a strike, things of this nature. There were 
certain questions asked, whether it is true that unions are all communists, 
and things of this nature. There were all sorts of questions. I said they 
weren't. 

Q. What? A. All communists. 

Q. You said they weren't all communists? A. Yes. 

Q. Well, that was your answer to the question? A. Yes. 

Q. What would your answer have been with respect to the 
membership? | A. Well, I said that under the laws of South Carolina, a 


person did not have to be a member of the union if he didn't want to be, 


if he had not signed a card, and I would also assume that even if you 
had signed a card and you hadn't paid your dues, you would not be a 
member in good standing also. 

Q. Did you tell them that? A. Yes, sir, I did. 

Q. Now, with respect to questions about dues, what to answer? 
A. About dues? 

Q. Yes. A. I said that the union attempts to have the dues 
taken out of a person's paycheck, deducted, check-off, I believe they 
take it. 

Q. With respect to questions about strikes, what did you answer? 
A. I said that I really didn't want to discuss it, that I hoped we would 


never have 2 Situation where a strike would be called. 
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Q. All right, sir, with respect to questions on the election, what 
did you answer? A. Well, I just told them that the election was going 
to be held in the morning of May 13; that the people would be called by 
sections, that they would be checked in by an agent of the Board with 
an observer from the company there, and from the union, and that they 
would be given a ballot, and then they would go into a voting booth and 
shut the curtain, that they could either X the Yes or No, depending on 
whether they wanted a union or not, fold their ballots, and bring them 
back out and put them in the ballot box, that would be the end of it, 
and something around an hour after the election, around noon or twelve- 
thirty, they would know the results. : 

Q. All right, sir, with respect to questions about Boston, what 
Weie your answers? A. Well, I was asked specifically certain 
questions about, you know, what rates were in Boston, what benefits 
were, and I just declined to answer them. I said I couldn't answer 
questions like this. In many cases I really wouldn't even have known 
the answers. 

Q. With respect to questions about supervision, what kind of 
questions came to you with respect to supervision? A. Well, I recall 
one question, wherein somebody at one meeting said we should clean 
house on our supervision, and things of this nature; and I said, well, 


that I was sure we had good supervisors and fair supervisors, and that 


we were going to work with all of our supervisors to develop their 
abilities in the future. | 
Q. Were you ever asked questions having to do with Negro 


supervisors? A. Yes, I was. | 

Q. Do you recall approximately how many times you may have 
been asked that question? A. I would say a few times at those 
meetings, and I think I was asked a few times by individuals prior to 
those meetings, and in every case I just answered that we would 


always select our supervisors based upon their ability. | 
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Q. Do you know an Alma Jenkins? A. Yes, I do. 
Q. Was she an employee of Beaufort? A. Yes, she was. 
Q. What was her employment? A. Well, I think back in about 
1964 she was appointed supervisor of our pressing department, and 
she was supervisor there until she left the plant for a period of time, 
and then she returned later as an operator. 
Q. What race is Alma Jenkins? A. Negro. 
Do you know a Toshiko Kurtz? A. Yes, Ido. 
Is she employed at Garland Knitting Mills? A. Yes, she 


What is her employment at Garland? A. She is a supervisor. 
Of what section? A. Idon't know quite what section, I 
believe she has been moved, I saw her today in a different section from 
the last time I was there. 
Q. Do you know what date she became a supervisor? A. Yes, 
on May 6, 1966. 
Q. And do you know what race Mrs. Kurtz belongs to? 
A. Well, she is of Japanese origin, I imagine. 
Q. Question with respect to rates; what did you answer? 
A. Lanswered that it was impossible for me to answer anything 
specifically about rates, because there was going to be an election, 
and I just said that if a person produced more, they would earn more. 
Q. Did you give any type of illustration to the people during 
any of these question and answer sessions? A. Yes, I did. 
Q. What was that illustration? A. It's such a bad illustration 
that nobody understood it. Well, what I tried to illustrate was that 
if the company wanted a thousand garments produced, and girls were 
only producing 300 garments, it would take 3-1/3 girls to produce 


the thousand garments; and if they were all earning the minimum 


wage of $50 a week, it would cost the company, with the 3-1/3 girls, 


$166.67 to produce the thousand garments. I said, however, if we had 
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two girls who were each producing 500 garments a day, and they were 
earning $70 a week, it would only cost the company $140; therefore the 
girls would be much better off, and the company would be much better 
off, and I was just illustrating that if they produced more, they would 


make more and we would make more. 


| 
Q. Was this illustrated on a board of any kind? A. Well, it 


was on a piece of paper, I believe. | 

Q. All right, sir, now let's come down to the May 12 meeting. 
Did you have a meeting on that day, sir? A. We did. | 

Q. About what time of day? A. Early in the morning. 

Q. Where was this held? A. It was held in the cutting room 
also, but this was one meeting that we gathered the whole plant to- 
gether, because of the time situation. | 

@. What did you say at that meeting? A. Iremember I said, 
"Good morning," and I was standing on a cutting table, because we had 
such a large group, so I said, "I have never felt taller since I have been 
in Beaufort," and then I said, "I have seen a lot of union badges here 
this morning." There were several giris wearing these rather large 
union badges, and I said, “I just want you to know where I stand," and 
I took a Garland hang tag and I clipped it to my lapel, and then I said, 
"Does everybody know the password for tomorrow?" and a lot of people, 
I would say an overwhelming majority, yelled, '"No," and then there 
were others who said, "Vote," and I said, "That's right, vote, and no;' 
and then I sort of smiled, and I said, "Gee, I like the sound of that so 
much, would you say ita littler louder?" and everybody yelled, “‘No," 
and then I said, "Let them hear it on Boundary Street, ' " and everybody 
yelled, "No," and then I said, "Let them hear it in Atlanta," and they 
yelled, "No," and then I said, "Let them hear it in New York," and 
they yelled, "No," and then I said, "Well, as far as I am concerned, 
this campaign is over. We have tried to inform you, and not to please 
you," and I said, “Now the desision is up to you," andithen I took out 
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a copy of the Beaufort Gazette that had come out that morning, or the 
night before, and I read an excerpt from it, quoting Mr. Martin J. 
Morand, in which he had stated that it wasn't a question of who was 
going to win the election, it was only a question of how much, and I 
Said, "I don't think that Mr. Morand knows how you are going to vote 
any more than I know how you are going to vote."" And I said, "I don't 
think he has you in the bag,"" and I said, "I have a feeling that tomorrow 
night instead of eating his supper, he's going to eat his words," and 
then I said, "Come what may, tomorrow, this has been a wonderful 
experience as far as I am concerned," that I had just come down three 
weeks before, and that I felt that during those three weeks I had got to 
know a lot of yery fine people, and this was an experience I would 
always cherish, and I said that, "Tomorrow when you vote, remember 
that you are going into the voting booth with your God, and if you vote 
in His image, I’m not afraid of the results," and that was the speech. 

Q. Approximately how long did this speech take? A. Well, it 
was a little faster than my recapitulation now; I would say it took 
about five or six minutes. 

Q. All right, sir, about how long did these individual question 
and answer sessions take? A. I think they took anywhere from half 
an hour to an hour. 

Q. About how long did your meeting on May 6 take? A. Well, 


both sections of that meeting took six or seven minutes. 


Q. Mr. Bernat, I show you a copy of the Beaufort Gazette of 
May 12, marked Respondent's Exhibit 27. Do you recognize that? 
A. Yes. 


(The document above referred to was 
marked Respondent's Exhibit 27 for 
identification.) 


Q. What is that? A. Yes, this is the edition of the paper 
which I quoted Mr. Morand from. 


* * 
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Q. (By Mr. Smith) Did you remain in Beaufort the remainder 
of that day? A. May 12? | 

Q. Yes. A. In the city or in the plant? 

Q. Inthe plant? A. I left in the early afternoon. ! 

Q. Were you in the plant on the morning of May 13? A. Yes, 
I was, sir. | 

Q. For about how long? A. Well, I was there when the plant 
opened, and I was there, I suppose it must have been about! half an hour 
or forty minutes before the election started, I was told to leave. 

Q. You were told to leave? A. Yes, sir, somebody said, ‘You'll 
have to go now." | 

Q. Now, does that comprise all of the talks that = have made to 
empioyees of Garland Knitting Mills of Beaufort, what you have related? 
A. Yes, sir, prior to the election. | 

Q. But you did make talks subsequent to the election? A. Yes, 
I did, sir. | 

Q. All right, now, let me bring you down to later summer of 
1966, and ask you if anything unusual occurred with relation to manufacture 
and sales of Garland Corporation and its subsidiaries? A. Well, yes, 


at that time, in the latter summer, starting around the first of August, we 


began selling our holiday line, and our sales took a tremendous down- 


turn. 

Q. What do you mean by holiday line? A. Well, we have two 
main seasons of selling, our back-to-school line, which we start selling 
in March, and our holiday line, which we start selling in August, and 
our sales took about a forty to fifty per cent drop. 

Q. For how long did that continue? A. It continued during the 
whole holiday selling season. 

Q. Who makes the sales of Garland EE, A We have 
a staff of salesmen; our salesmen, you mean? | 


Q. No; well, that's all right. Who makes the sales for Garland 
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Knitting Mills of Beaufort, South Carolina? A. I don't follow the 
question. 


Q. Are any sales made from Garland Knitting Mills of Beaufort? 


A. No, no sales are made directly from Garland, at Beaufort. Gar- 


land Knitting Mills of Beaufort is a production plant, and we ship them 
fabric and patterns which they cut and manufacture into garments; they 
don't do any selling. 

Q. And what do they then do with their manufactured articles? 
A. Itis shipped back to Boston. From there we distribute it to our 
accounts. 

Q. Was any action taken in your corporation, Garland Knitting 
Mills of Beaufort, South Carolina, because of this drop-off in your 
holiday sales? A. Oh, yes, we terminated, I don't really know the 
number of how’ many employees, fifty, sixty, something like that, and 
we had a protracted lay-off that I think started in September or October, 
and we still have forty people laid off. 

@. Was this situation peculiar to Garland Knitting Mills at 
Beaufort, South Carolina? A. No, many firms in the industry suffered 
this year. 

Q. What about the other corporations of the Garland chain? 

A. Oh, all of our plants, in our whole organization, were cut back. 

Q. Do you know a Julia Frazier? A. Yes, I do, sir. 

Q. How did you come to know Julia Frazier? A. Well, at one of 
our group meetings, I think it was the first group meeting we had on 
May 10, she asked a tremendous amount of questions, and at the con- 
clusion of the group meeting I spoke to the supervisor, and I said, 

"Who was that large woman who asked all the questions?" And she 
said, "That was Julia Frazier." 

Q. All right, did you ever have occasion to have a conversation 
with Julia Frazier prior to the election? A. Yes. I had a brief 


conversation with her the morning of May 12. 
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Q. What was that conversation? A. Well, I believe she was 
walking back from the ladies’ room, and I was passing her, and she 
asked me, she said, "Mr. Bernat, would you give me a hang tag?"" And 
I told her, ‘Miss Frazier, it doesn't look as though you have room for 
it," she was wearing a large union button; I said, ‘But if you want one, 
you can pick one up," and she said, “How do you know my name?" And 
I said, "Oh, I know a lot of the girls' names," and she said, ''you learn 
fast," and I said, "Thank you." | 

Q. About what size, could you give the inches in diameter of 
this button that she was wearing? A. Well asl recall, it was covering 
half of Mrs. Frazier, so it was a big button. : 

Q. What did it say on it, do you recall? A. It = a big “ILGWU" 
across the middle in red; maybe it was blue; and then it had a lot of red 
or blue printing around it; I wasn't studying it closely. 

Q. Prior to the election, did you have any other conversations with 
Mrs. Frazier? <A. No, I didn't. 

Q. Do you know a Dorothy Walker? A. Yes, I do. 

Q. How do you come to know Dorothy Walker? A. Because she 
spoke to me, and asked me to do her a favor, an and at that time she 
introduced herself. 

Q. When was this? A. On May 11th. 

Q. When would it have been in relationship to your talks, or 
your question and answer session? A. Well, it was in between, after, 
you know, we would have a few meetings, we would sort of break for 
about five or ten or fifteen minutes, and I was walking, she sat near an 
aisle, and she motioned to me to come over, and I spoke to her at that 
time. | 
Q. All right, what did that conversation, what occurred during that 
conversation? A. She said that she would like to speak to me, and I 
said, "Fine," and she said, ''No, not here,"’ she didn't We ant the other 
girls to hear what she was saying, so I said, ‘Well, during your break 


> 
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Q. Did she come to the office? A. She did. 

Q. Allright, did she talk with you in the office? A. She did. 

Q. What was said there? A. Well, she asked me to do her a 
favor; she said that she had a sister named Emily Ferguson who had 
once worked at the plant, and that she had been let go because she 
hadn't made her production, but that she was a very sincere employee; 
she was a little slow, but she could have caught on if she had been given 
an opportunity, and she had a very good attitude, and she said she had 
another sister in the plant who wasn't sincere at all, and who had a very 
bad attitude, and that we had really fired the wrong one. 

Q. What did you say in answer to her? A. I said, "We will try 
to do something for Miss Ferguson.” 

Q. Was anything else said in that conversation? A. No. 

Q. Following that conversation, did you do anything? A. Yes, 

I knew we were bringing people back daily, so I spoke to Mr. Van 
Schyndel, and 'I said, "When you are calling somebody else in, call in 
Emily Ferguson, she worked here once before and she would be a 
trained person.” 

Q. Do you know whether Mrs. Ferguson ever came back or not? 
A. Yes, she came back. She started on May 16. 

Q. Did you have any occasion to speak with Mrs. Walker, let's 
Say on May 12? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. When was that? A. I seem to recall it being in the morning; 
it may have been the early afternoon, though, I can't quite tell. 

Q. Was it before or after your talks? A. Oh, it was after the 
talks. 

Q. All right, what occurred during that conversation? A. Well, 
Mr. Van Schyndel had told me that Mrs. Ferguson had been called back, 
and that she could not take her physical that day, so that she wouldn't 


be starting on May 13; however, she was going to take her physical on 
May 13, and start on May 16, and I thought I would tell Mrs. Walker 
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this bit of good news, since she had asked me the favor, and therefore 


I said to her. "Would you speak to me in the office during your break,” 
because the day before she had explained the desire for nobody else 

to hear what she said, and so, observing this, I asked her to come into 
the office, and she did so. : 

And I said, "I want you to know that we have rehired sorts 
Ferguson," and she said, "I know," and I was a little shocked by the 
abruptness of this reply, because the day before she had been very 
plaintive when she was asking for Emily Ferguson to get her job back, 
and telling me how desperately she needed the job, and the money, and 
all; and so for a lack of anything else to say, I said, “How did you like 
my speech?" and she said, "Well, what do you care, I'm just one person," 
ar I said, "Well, that is the difference,” and she said, "Well, you 
couldn't lose, because you could gather all the people together and talk 
to them," so I said, "Oh, really?" And then she said, "Year, * she said, 
‘You're going to win, I've spoken to a lot of girls, and they're going to 
give you another chance," and I think I sort of said, "Oh, really?" 
again, and she said, "Sure, can't you see all those Garland tags out 
there, and all those Garland buttons and hats and all?" : 

So I said, "Well, just because a person is wearing a 2 Garland tag, 
I don't know that that means they are going to vote for the company 
tomorrow," and she said, "When are you planning to party?" And I 
said, ‘What party?" And she said, "The victory party," and I said, 

"T don't plan parties until I have a victory, "and she said, "Well, the 
union man said you was going to have a champagne party;" well, I had 
never said that, but she may have had some privileged information 
which I didn't, but I never said that. So she said, “Why don't you 

throw a hot dog party for the girls?" And I said, "Well, I can't make 
any promises," and she said, “Why not?" And I said, "You know why," 
and she said, "Oh, you are a cheapskate," and that's all there was 

to it. 
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Q. Was that the end of the conversation? A. That's all there 
Was to it. 
Q. Have you talked with Dorothy Walker since that time? A. Yes, 
one more time, after the election, during one of my subsequent visits. 
Q. And when, do you recall when? A. It must have been in June. 
Q. Where did that conversation take place? A. At her machine. 
Q. At her machine? How did you come to her machine? 
A. Iwas just walking by, and she told me I was looking very well, or 


something, and I said, "Fine," and that was the conversation. 
MR. ZEIGLER: What? 
THE WITNESS: She said I was looking very well, or something to 


that effect; no, no, maybe she told me I was getting grey, maybe that was 
it, or that the grey hair looked well; I think that was the conversation. 
Q. (By Mr. Smith) Did you say anything to her? A. I saidI 
wished I hadn’t had it. 
Q. Mr. Bernat, I show you what I have marked as Respondent's 
Exhibit 28, and I ask you if you recognize that? 


(The document above referred to was 
marked Respondent's Exhibit 28 for 
identification.) 


A. Yes, I do, sir. 

Q. What is that? A. This is a throwaway pamphlet that the 
union handed out in the afternoon of about May 12. 

Q. Was that following your talk? A. Oh, yes, this was in the 
afternoon. 

Q. Was it distributed generally to your employees? A. Oh, 
I believe there were some people handing them out at the foot of the 
driveway of the plant, to the employees as they left. 

Q. Did you observe this? A. Yes, I saw it through the window 
of the lunchroom. 

MR. SMITH: I offer this into evidence as Respondent's Exhibit 
28. 
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MR. WILLIAMSON: Your Honor, might we reserve our objection, 
for several reasons, we have no way of checking the authenticity of 
this. 


MR. SMITH: If you please, I think it is certainly relevant and 
receivable in evidence, the statements that are made; if ¢ounsel can 
| 


subsequently show that it is in any way not authentic, then that evidence 


certainly should be received. | 


TRIAL EXAMINER: Whether it is an authentic union document 
| 


is one thing; but whether it is an authentic document that was passed 


out at the gates is another thing. I'll receive it; of course, I will 
receive any evidence you have as to its authenticity as a union docu- 
ment. | 
MR. WILLIAMSON: We object, too, on grounds of relevance. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: That's another matter. What is the 
relevance of this, Counsellor? | 


MR. SMITH: Please, sir, it is relevant in this respect; that 


this, together with many of the others, shows on behalf of the union a 
clear opportunity throughout the entire campaign to make a free 
exchange of information by utilizing means, whatever means might be 
necessary; radio, television, and so on, to exchange under ordinary 
Section 8 provisions such matter as they might wish to present, upon 
such matter as Mr. Bernat and the other persons have indicated upon 
the stand that they have presented; we view it to be completely relevant 
insofar as the exchange of information, the opportunity, to exchange 
information throughout the total time period up to May) 18, the day of 
the election. 
MR. WILLIAMSON: Mr. Examiner, if this were an Objections 


case such as Hollywood Ceramics and cases of that nature, it might 
have some relevance, but the issues being tried here at this hearing 
| 


are quite different from what Mr. Smith has mentioned, and we feel 


that the document has no relevance at all. 
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MR. SMITH: It is relevant, certainly, insofar as Section 8 is 
concerned, and we should not get completely out of our minds that 
this has certain of the features of a representation case, because it 
is a refusal to bargain which is before us at the present time. 

MR. WILLIAMSON: Your Honor, the refusal to bargain took 
place on March 7, which is several months before this document in 
issue here before us. The issue is not whether these people had an 
opportunity of free exchange of ideas or something of that sort. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I don't know what the record in the repre- 
sentation case contains. 

MR. WILLIAMSON: The election was not set aside on any 
grounds-- 

TRIAL EXAMINER: My understanding is the election was set 
aside. I think this might very well be relevant by reviewing authorities; 
for that reason I will receive it, although I see little relevance to the 
issues before me. The representation case issues will be before a 
Court and considered by the Board. 

MR. WILLIAMSON: Your Honor, the representation case, the 
election was set aside by the Regional Director, but not with reference, 
without a hearing; but not with reference to any issue involved in free 
exchange of ideas, or whether one party had a chance to rebut some- 
thing that was peculiarly within the nature-- 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I'll receiveit. 


(The document heretofore marked 
Respondent's Exhibit 28 was received 
into evidence.) 


Q. (By Mr. Smith) Mr. Bernat, did you ever have any talk or 
make any answer to the employees in which you stated that if the 
union did not get in, the employees would be treated so good they 
wouldn't want a union? A. I never said that. 


Q. Did you ever state in any talk or in answer to any question 


say to the employees that piece rates would be looked into and changed 
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Q. Did you ever state at any talk, or in answer to any question 
of the employees, that you would make piece rate changes whether the 
union came in or not? A, I never said that. | 

Q. Did you ever state to the employees at any time, either in 
talks or in response to a question, that on May 16 you would start a 
campaign of changes in working conditions? A. No, I said, as I told 
you earlier, I said that we were going to start a campaign to make this 
the most profitable and productive and efficient plant that Garland had. 

Q. Did you ever state in any talk, or in response to any question 
to the employees, that Negroes had been brought out of the fields and 
out of domestic work? A. I never said that. 

Q. Did you ever state at any meeting or in mesponee to any 
question, to your employees, that you were giving machines for Negro 
schools? A. I never said that. | 

Q. Did you ever mention the machines? A. Yes, I did. I said 
we had donated two sewing machines to two local high schools, the 
Robert Smalls High School and the St. Helena's High School. 

Q. Did you ever give any sewing machines to any other schools? 
A. Yes, we have given one to the Beaufort High School. | 

Q. Did you ever state in any talk, or in response to any question, 
to any of your employees, that you were going to have and would hire 
Negro supervisors and service girls, like up home, but you couldn't 
make any changes now? A. I never said that. | 

Q. Did you ever mention Negroes in any talk or in response to 
any question at any time to your employees? A. Not to my recollection. 


Q. Did you ever state in any talk or in response to any question 


that you were going to make changes in management? A. No, I never 
did. | 


Q. And-- A. Iannounced on May 8rd that changes were made, 
but I never told anybody that we were going to make changes. 
Q. Was that when you introduced Mr. Levin and Mr. Van 
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Q. Did you ever tell-- A. Nor have we. 

Q. What? A. Nor have we made any changes in management since 
that time. 

Q. Did you ever tell anyone at any time that you were doing your 
damndest best to prove to the people that you would do better? 

A. I never said it, it doesn't sound like me. 

Q. Did you ever state at any time at any talk, or in response to 
any question to any of your employees, that this plant was going to be run 
like the one in Boston? A. No, I never said that. 

Q. Did you ever state at any talk or in response to any question, 
that you were going to start up a clean-up campaign? A. I never 
Said that. 

Q. Did you ever state in any talk to your employees or in re- 
sponse to any questions by your employees that you were going to make 
changes in supervision? A. No, I never said that. 

Q. Did you mention supervision in your talks? A. I was asked 
about supervision, and questioned, and my first speech, the first day, 
on April 22, I said we would advance people, and I believe I used the 
word "Supervisory," to supervisory, regardless of who they were. 

Q. Did you ever state at any talk to your employees or in 
response to any question by your employees, that you couldn't make 
promises because the election was so close, but any changes made 
would be for the better? A. I never said that. 

Q. Did you ever state to any of the employees in any talk, or 
in response to any question by an employee with respect to a question 
about raises, that you can't promise how much, but you will change 
them May 16? A. I never said that. 


This is prior to the election, correct? 


Q. Yes, Iam speaking about prior to the election; on all of 


these questions, I am speaking about prior to the election. 


Did you ever mention in any talk or in response to any question 


: 
333 : 
of your employees did you ever state that those persons laid off for 
lack of work during the week would get overtime if they worked on 
Saturday, whether they worked forty hours or not? A. I never said 


that. : 
Q. Do you recall mentioning overtime in any talk or in response 


to any question? A. No, I never mentioned that, I believe it was 
| 
mentioned in a meeting or two, but I never mentioned it.’ 
| 

Q. Mentioned by whom? A. Employees. 


Q. Now, did you have talks subsequent to the election? A. I made 
a talk subsequent to the election, right. | 


Q. On what day was your first talk subsequent to the election? 


A. The same day as the election, on May 13. 
Q. At about what time was it? A. About one-thirty, probably. 
Were pay rates mentioned by you? A. Yes, sir. 


Q 
Q. Were benefits mentioned by you? <A. Yes, sir. 
Q 


Was that when pay rates and benefits were mentioned by 
| 


you? <A. In my talk of May 13 in the afternoon. 


* * * * 


CROSS-EXAMINATION 


* * * * | 


Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Coming back to 1966 agai where 
were you when you first heard about the union organizing effort here 
in Beaufort? A. I believe I must have been in my office. 

Q. And that is where, in Boston? A. In Brockton. 

Q. About what date was it when you first learned? A. I be- 
lieve it was around February 28. : 

Q. Do you remember who sent you the news or who brought 
you the news? A, I believe it might have been Mr. Kublin. 

Q. Mr. who? A. Kublin. | 

Q. Had he been visiting here in Beaufort at that time? 

A. No, I think he was apprised of some type of flyer, or something 
e that, which indicated that the union had been around) 
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Q. So that Mr. Kublin was in Beaufort at that time, late in 
February? A. Oh, yes, I think he went right after he learned of 
this; as best I recall; you'll have to ask him, I'm not my brother's 


keeper. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You are Mr. Kublin's president, aren't 
you? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Did you ever receive any report that 


the union had requested recognition from the company here in 
Beaufort? A.| A report that they had requested recognition? 

Q. Yes. A. No, sir, I don't know that I ever received a report 
of this. 

©. Do you know a Mr. Carter? A. Do I know Mr. Carter? 

Q. Yes. A. Yes, I know Mr. Carter. 

Q. What was his position? A. He was plant manager. 

Q. You didn't receive any report from him that the union had-- 
A. No, he didn’t report directly to me. 

Q. Who did he report to? A. He reported to Mr. Kublin. 

Q. You'didn't receive any reports that the union had been in 
Mr. Carter's office requesting recognition? A. No. 

Q. Is there a Mr. Capone who was with the company at that 
time? <A. Yes, there is. 

Q. What was his position with the company? A. He was 
our quality control man. 

Q. Was that just for the Beaufort plant? A. For all of our 
sportswear plants. 

Q. Did'you receive any report from Mr. Capone? A. He 
doesn't report to me either. 

Q. To whom does he report? A. Mr. David Bedrick. 

Q. Mr. Who? A. Mr. Bedrick. 

Q. Did you receive any report from Mr. Bedrick about the 


union? A. No, I didn't receive any report. 
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Q. When did you first become aware of the fact that the union 


had actually requested recognition? A. Well, I don't understand that. 

Q. That they had been down at the plant? A. I became aware 
that they were down at the plant, I was told about some flyer, Mr. Kublin 
came down here, and this is all I knew about it. | 

Q. Well, when did you learn that the union organizer had come 
to the plant and requested you to recognize them? A. Nobody ever 
told me about it. | 

Q. Nobody ever told you about it? A. No, they neglected to. 

* * * * | * 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) All right, I note here that you learned 

about the organizing effort from a flyer or a pamphlet, on February 28, 


| 
and you arrived in Beaufort on April 20; were you doing anything about 


this union problem in between those two dates? A. Oh, yes, we had 
a union problem in Boston, we were supposed to have an election in 
April which we were going to work on, and the union cancelled it three 
days before the election, so I was quite busy in Boston. | 

Q. I'm just asking you about Beaufort, sir. A. No, sir, I had 
nothing to do about Beaufort, sir, until I came down. | 

Q. When you came down here to Beaufort, was Mr. Carter still 
present? A. Yes, sir, he was. 

Q. When you arrived in Beaufort on April 20, did you consult 
with Mr. Carter about the union situation? A. Yes, I did, sir. 

Q. And he did not tell you at that time that Miss Cameron had 
been in his office? A. No, sir. | 

Q. Was Mr. Capone here at that time? A. No, he wasn't, sir. 

Q. When you arrived here, April 20, did you circulate in the 
plant at that time among the employees? A. Well, that afternoon 
I think I may have walked around once, and then on subsequent days 


I certainly circulated. 
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Q. Well, you walked around once, what do you mean when you 
say you walked around? A. Just exactly what I said, I walked around 
the plant. 

Q. Did you talk to anybody? A. I said "Hello" to people; I 
sort of smiled at them, certain individuals may have asked me to 
come over, and said something to me, like, "It's nice to see you again," 
or something like that. 

Q. Do you remember who any of those people were? A. No, 

I really can't say who they were, sir. 

Q. Were any of these questions about conditions at the plant 
asked of you at that time? A. I don't think there were any questions 
about conditions at the plant asked of me, sir. There were a few 
questic=s about the election. 

Q. Questions about the election, what kind of questions? 

A. When is it going to be, how do you vote, do T have to vote, things 
of this nature. 

Q. Did you make it clear to the employees you were there in 
connection with the upcoming election? A. I think they were aware 
of this, I think it was quite clear. 

Q. When you returned on April 27, did you again circulate 


through the plant? A. Yes, sir, at every opportunity. 


Q. Did you have any conversations with employees at that time? 
A. Yes, sir, I did. 

Q. Is it a fair statement to say that on both of these first two 
visits, April 20 and April 27, that you were concerned with what was 
bothering the people in the plant, you wanted to find out? A. No, I 
don't think that was a fair statement; I was concerned in having them 
get to know me as an individual. 

Q. Were you making any inquiries among them about the 
working conditions? A. No, I never inquired. 

Q. Sir? A. I never inquired, I did not go up and ask. 
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Q. Would you walk up to employees and introduce yourself to 


them? A. No, I really didn't do that. 

Q. Well, how did you get to know them? A. I would walk by 
a person, I would smile, I'd say, ‘You're looking pretty, ws I'd say 
something of this nature, and the person would begin to talk to me. 

Q. The person would begin to talk to you? A. That's right. 

Q. And you would then tell them you were the ot s 
president? A. No, I never said that. 

Q. Well, did you identify yourself to them? A. I think they 
all knew who I was, I just exchanged a little chit-chat with them in 
those cases; I didn't formally introduce myself. 

Q. What did you chit-chat with them about? A. On, anything, 
sir, about the stuff they were wearing, I always wear print ties, and 
they would always comment on my tie, and things of this nature, along 
with, as I said, questions pertaining to when the election would be, 
and this type of thing. One girl told me, as I recall, talking about 
chit-chatting, she said that her anniversary with the company was on 

May 138, and I said, "Well, that's my good luck," you know, things of 
this nature. 

Q. Was that the one you later sent a bouquet of flowers to? 

A. Oh, yes, that's right, on May 13. 

Q. Is she the only employee down there you have ever sent a 
bouquet of flowers to? A. AsT recall, yes. | 

Q. What was significant about her? A. Well, because it was 
her anniversary, and I said to her at this time, it was during my first 
week, it was either the 20th or the 21st, and she told me that, and I 
am very superstitious, and I just felt that this was a good luck omen; 
I didn't order them until I heard the results. 

Q. Did she tell you this on your first or second visit? 

A. It was my first, I believe. | 
Q. Your first visit, around April 20? A. The 20th or 21st. 
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Q. Did) you talk to her at any time from April 20th or 21st until 
the time of the election? A. I said "Hello" to her when I walked by. 

Q. Didi you have any extended conversation? A. No. 

Q. You don't make it a practice to send everybody a bouquet 
on their anniversary? A. I have too many employees, not in this 
plant, but our plant in Boston, and this type of thing, I very often have 
recognized birthdays or anniversaries or this type of thing, I have 
always tried to make that a practice. 

Q. But not at this plant? A. No, sir, I'm not down here. 

Q. Did any of the company officials down here do that? 

A. Iam not aware, sir, I don't know. 

Q. Now, you Say that these people were asking you about the 
election on these two visits; was that the majority of your conversations? 
A. No, I would say the majority of those conversations were really 
just small talk. 

Q. Sir? A. I would say the majority of those conversations 
were just Small talk. 

Q. About how many employees asked you about the union 
election? A. Now, you are talking about as I would be circulating 
through the plant, as opposed to a group meeting or something of this 
nature? 

Q. Iam talking about your first two visits, April 20, April 27? 
A. Oh, I would say maybe 25 or 30. 

Q. Oneach visit? A. No, I would say in all. 

Q. About 25 or 30? A. Yes. 

Q. At the time you discussed the election with people, was 
there any discussion about the union with them? A. About the union? 

Q. Yes. A. Not on my part, sir. 

Q. Was there on their part? A. Well, occasionally a person 
would say, you know, that they thought the union was terrible, or this, 


that and the other, and I told them, "You will have a chance to express 
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| 
Q. During your first two visits down here, did you ever hear 


anything about piece rates from the employees that you talked to? 
A. No. 
Q. Did you ever hear anything about Negro supervisors? 


A. Yes. 

Q. On your first two visits here? A. Yes. 

Q. So besides talking about the election, and having some chit- 
chat, there was also some conversation about Negro supervisors, is 
that correct? A. I think perhaps one or two people had mentioned it 
to me as I walked by, they said, ‘Why don't we have a Negro super- 
visor?" And I said, "Well, I don't know, but as far as the company is 
concerned, we only hire supervisors based upon their ability." 

@. About how many people asked you about that on your first 
two visits? A, I would say only one or two, sir. | 

Q. Oneach visit? A. No, I think there was just one or two. 

Q. Did it all occur on your first visit or your second visit or was 
there one on each one? A. I couldn't tell you now, sir. | 

Q. Do you remember the identity of the people who asked you? 
A. No, I couldn't. | 

Q. At the time of your visit here, Mr. Bernat, the two that we 
are discussing, is it a fair statement to say that about forty per cent of 
the production employees in the plant were of the Negro race? 

A. I think so, yes. | 

Q. Did these questions that you refer to about these folks 
concerning Negro supervisors, did that give you the idea that Negro 
supervision might be a problem area in your plant? A. No, it did 
not, it didn't give me that idea, because I knew we had had a Negro 
supervisor. 

Q. Is that Alma Jenkins? A. That's exactly right, sir. 

Q. When was Mrs. Jenkins employes as a supervisor? The 


first time? A. You would have to look at the records, I believe it 
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Q. What department did she supervise? A. Pressing. 


Q. How many people worked under her? A. Well, as many 
pressers as we had at the time, I don't know, it may have been fifteen, 
it may have been twenty; I have no idea. 

Q. Had she had previous experience in the pressing department? 
A. Sir, I don't know, I don't have any idea. 

Q. When did she leave as a supervisor? A. I don't have any 
idea. 

Q. Do you know anything at all about the day-to-day performances 
of Mrs. Jenkins’ duties at that time? A. No, sir, I didn't know anything 
at all about them. 

Q. And as far as you know, she might simply have been a senior 
employee in the pressing department? A. No, I knew she was a 
supervisor. 

Q. How did you know that? A. Because I had checked. 

Q. When did youcheck? A. The first time somebody men- 
tioned to me in the plant whether or not we had Negro supervisors, I 
checked, I said, "Do we have one," or had we ever had one. 

Q. Who did you check with? A. Mr. Kublin. 

Q. At the time these people were asking you these questions, 
you did not actually have one at that time? A. No, I don't believe 
we did. 

Q. Do you know of any other Negro supervisors you had ever 
had there besides Mrs. Jenkins? A. Yes. 

Q. Who? A. Queen Brown. 

@. When was she made a supervisor? A. I don't know the 
month, sir, it was subsequent to the election. 

Q. You haven't checked that? A. I haven't checked that, I 
realize I should have. We have another one also, Audrey Brown. 

Q. Is that since the election? A. Oh, yes. 

Q. Besides chit-chatting with people, and talking about the 
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election, and Negro supervision, were there any other topics that you 
discussed with folks on these first two visits down here?) A. Not that 


I recall, sir. 
* * * * | * 

Q. That's not what I asked. I asked you, are these the first two 
trips you made down here with the specific purpose of circulating in 
the plant and being friendly with people? <A. I came down, I made it 
no secret in my direct testimony, I came down here because we knew of 
the union campaign, and I wanted to meet people and have them ask me 
questions, and talk to them. I'm making no secret about that. 

Q. So that at this point, you were kind of getting the groundwork 


set for your campaign? A. I was getting to know the people. 


Q. You were getting the groundwork set for your campaign? 


A. I was getting to know the people. 

Q. Ididn't ask you that, sir. A. Well, I don’t know, I can only 
answer you what I was doing; was I getting groundwork set to beat the 
union? I don't know. That is a matter of opinion. | 

Q. Well, answer yes or no. Can you answer that yes or no? 

A. Idon't see how I can; I don't know what you mean by it. 

Q. Were you getting ready, trying to know the people and 
everything, laying the groundwork for your campaign against the union 
on these first two visits? A. I was trying to get to know the people 
so that they would respect me as an individual. : 

Q. Well, sir, I'm going to ask my question one more time, and 
maybe I can get a responsive answer. A. Right. 

Q. On your first two visits down here, were you trying to lay 
the groundwork? A. My campaign was one of friendliness, let's 
put it that way; if that's a campaign, if that's your definition, I'd 
say yes. | 
Q. May I finish my question? A. Yes. 
Q. On your first two visits down here, were you laying the 
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groundwork, getting to know the people and everything, with a viewpoint 
of your campaign against the union? Is that a fair statement? A. Within 
the viewpoint of my campaign, yes. 

Q. Against the union? A. Yes, I'm not for the union, I don't 
believe in a union. 

Q. Now, besides circulating in the plant on April 22, you had 
some meetings? A. No, I didn't--oh, yes, I had the two speeches, 
right. 

Q. This was to the whole plant? A. Well, each one was to half 
of the plant. 

Q. One speech to half, and so forth? A. Well, we felt there 
were too many people to call them together at once, so we tried to call 
about 125 or 140 at one time. 

Q. And you identified yourself? A. I did, sir. 

Q. Now, on your direct testimony you made the statement that 
you regretted the circumstances that brought you down? A. Right. 


Q. What circumstances were those? A. The union campaign. 


= -_ * * * 


Q. Mr. Levin, excuse me. When was the decision made to bring 
Levin and Van Schyndel down? A. I think it was made the preceding 
weekend. 

Q. The preceding weekend to May 3? A. Yes. 

Q. Well, that would be what, around the end of April? A. Right. 
Around the 30th, that week, that Saturday. 

Q. And! Mr. Van Schyndel had been working at the Boston plant? 
A. Yes, he had. 

Q. Inwhat capacity? A. He was the assistant to our adver- 
tising manager. 

Q. And Mr. Levin had been working where? A. He had been 


working in Boston also, in our shirt division. 
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Q. Did the union's campaign play any role in your decision to 
i 


bring these two new supervisors down? A. No, our plant manager 

resigned. | 
Q. Mr. Carter resigned? A. Mr. Carter. 
Q. Well, that would account for Mr. Levin. How about Mr. Van 

Schyndel? A. Well, we felt that it was necessary to bring in two 


people. : 

Q. Two people to replace Mr. Carter? A. That's right. 

Q. And at that time you made the decision to set up a Personnel 
Department? A. That's right, we felt that the job of watching per- 
sonnel and production was too big for one person. : 

Q. Was that based on any increase in employment out here at 
the plant? A. That was based on the way we saw the plant was running, 
we felt it was very inefficient, it was not productive, we felt that our 
personal relations were terrible, we felt that from every aspect the 
plant wasn't running well. : 

Q. Your personal relations, would the union campaign have 
played a role in your decision? A. Well, I would say that the union 
could have only gained a little following, as it had, from the fact that 
we did not have strong personal relations there. ! 

Q. And you attributed that to the supervision here at the plant ? 
A. Lattributed it to the fact that Mr. Carter couldn't do everything. 

Q. Now, again, your talk on April 22 to the employees mentioned 
something about some sewing machines ? <A. Yes, sir. | 

Q. I wonder if you would run over that once more? * I 
mentioned that morning that I had donated two sewing machines to two 
local high schools, the St. Helena's High School and the Robert Smalls 
High School. | 

Q. St. Helena’s High School? A. I believe that's the name of 
it, sir. | 


Q. And what's the other one ? A. The Robert Smalls. 
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Q. Are’those high schools that have a predominantly Negro 


pupil ratio? A. Yes, sir, they are. 

Q. Why did you feel called upon to make that announcement to 
the employees at the plant? A. Well, it had happened, everyone knew 
it was happening that day, there was a picture of it in the Beaufort Gazette 
the following week, I believe; I didn't think it was something that I 
should try to keep a secret; since I had made these dedications and 
many of the local townspeople were at the dedications, I felt, you know, 
I shouldn't hide it. 

Q. I'm/not accusing you of trying to keep a secret. A. That's 
what I mentioned it for. 

Q. Had you ever made any donations to these two schools before? 
A. Prior to that time I never had. 

Q. You never had? A. No, I never had. 

Q. What prompted the donations to these two schools at this 
time? A. Well, we felt that we were remiss, because we had donated 
to all the high schools. 

Q. You say you had donated previously to the Beaufort High 
School? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. When had you done that? A. To the best of my recollection, 
it had been probably about a year before. 

Q. All right; the Beaufort High School has a predominantly white 
pupil population? A. Yes, that's right. 

Q. So that on April 22, while you were announcing the donation 
to the two schools with Negro pupils-- A. It had been arranged long 
before April 22. 

Q. Well, when was it arranged? A. It was probably arranged 
four to six weeks earlier. 

Q. It was after you heard about the union campaign? A. I 


couldn't recall that, sir, you could probably trace it in time. 
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| 
Q. You heard about that on February 28? A. I don't recall, 
| 


Q. You don't deny it was after February 28? A. I don't deny 


it. 

Q. Did what you referred to as your personnel problems at the 
plant have anything to do with your decision to donate these sewing 
machines? To these two schools? A. Oh, no, sir. | 

Q. Well, was there anything at your plant in connection with 
your business here in Beaufort that caused you to make this donation? 
A. Well, certainly there was a reason in connection with our business; 
we wanted people to be trained sewing machine operators, and if they 
learn at school it makes them all the better operators for us, and we 
want to employ them. | 

Q. That would have been equally true when you made the donation 
to the Beaufort School, would it not? A. Oh, absolutely. 

Q. Well, in view of that, was there any reason why the donation 
was not made to these other two schools at that time? A. Well, the 
only thing I can say, the current management at that time apparently had, 
you know, felt like donating it to the Beaufort High School, and they 
probably would have felt ill at ease donating it to Robert : Smalls and 
St. Helena's, where I certainly didn't feel ill at ease donating it. 

Q. So you say this was done about six weeks before your April 
22 announcement, four to six weeks? A. The arrangements for this, 
yes, it was about that long before. | 

Q. Was there any reason for the four to six weeks delay in 
putting the thing in the newspaper and making the announcement? 

A. Well, the only reason would be that I wanted to make’ the dedication 
personally, and I couldn't be down in Beaufort until the end of April. 

Q. You wanted to hold that off until you came down on these 


trips? A. Yes, sir, 1 wanted to do that myself. 


* * * * 
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Q. Now, on May 6th you had another large talk? <A. Yes, two. 

Q. Withthe employees? A. Right. 

Q. Andiat this time you informed them it was one week until the 
election? A. Yes. 

Q. And that it was important for everyone to vote? A. Right. 

Q. What else did you have to say to them that day? A. Well, 
as I said, I told them it was important that they vote, that every vote 
counted, that the election could be decided by one vote, that if they had 
signed a union card and changed their minds they could still vote against 
the union, and'if they hadn't signed a card and they wanted a union, they 
could still vote for the union, and I said that the election was going to be 
decided by the ballots, that this was the proper way, and I was sure if 


the union didn't win this time, that they would probably try again in the 


future. 

Q. How long did your speech last? A. I don't think it lasted 
very many minutes, five, six or seven minutes. 

Q. Five, sir or seven minutes? A. Yes. 

Q. Do you remember anything else you said? A. During my 
speech? 

Q. Yes. A. No. That was generally the way I remember the 
speech. 

Q. Did anyone else speak besides you? A. I was asked questions 
after my speech. 

Q. One question ora number of questions? A. I believe it was 
only one question. 

Q. What was that question? A. Well, it was a two-pronged 
question, as I said, I had discharged a supervisor that day, and the 
question was asked, why did I discharge her; and I said because we 
didn't feel she was fulfilling her job the way we wanted, and then the 
same person asked me, "How are you going to select supervisors 


now?" And Isaid, "We are going to select our supervisors based on 
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their ability,'’ and I believe the person said, ‘Well, we think the people 
should have a certain background," and I said, "I don't care about 
anybody's background, if they can do the job they will be a supervisor." 
That was the first time I got a lot of applause, there was a lot of 


applause in the meeting. 
Q. Which gratified you? A. Iwas very gratified. 


Q. What part of that conversation was it where you made the 
remark that the decision on supervisors would be on the basis of 
ability? A. It was in answer to the question, ''How are you going to 


select them in the future? | 


I 
| 

* * * * *x 
| 


Q. All right, now, let's start with May 10, first. You had six 
meetings that day? A. Yes, sir. : 

Q. Do you remember the times of those meetings? A. Ican't 
remember, we probably started around 9 or 9:30 in the SEES and 
went on from there. | 

Q. What time did you end up that day? A. We probably ended 
up that day some time after four. | 

Q. Were the meetings set up on any definite schedule? 

A. No, sir. 7 i 

Q. Just this section at 9:30, that one atten? A. ‘No. 

Q. Just as soon as you got through with one-- A. We would 
try to call another one, and then maybe after we had se ‘two in 
succession, we would take a break. 

Q. Was anyone there helping you conduct these meetings? 
A, Mr. Arnold Kublin. | 

Q. And was he present during the time you were talking to the 


employees? A. He was present, through every meeting- 
Q. Did he give you advice about what to say? A. Well, he was 


answering certain questions and I was answering others. 
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Q. Did you ever consult with Mr. Kublin about any-- <A. No, I 


don't think we consulted, you know, I might say something and he would 


follow it up and say something else. We didn't have consultations. 

Q. Now, these, of course, were like the May 6 meeting, you were 
talking off the cuff? A. All of my speeches were off the cuff. 

Q. You had no prepared remarks? A. I had no prepared 
remarks in the speech, but these were not speeches, these were merely 
questions and answers. The others were speeches, this was merely a 
question of answering everybody's questions. 

Q. You began each one of these by in effect saying, "I am here to 
answer questions?" A. That is exactly right. 

Q. And then sat back and awaited questions? A. Well, I was 
standing, but I leaned back. 

Q. Now, let's take the first meeting that morning, it got underway 
about what time? A. Some time around nine, I would think. 

Q. Around nine o'clock? A. Yes. 

* x * * 

Q. What time was your third meeting that morning? A. A half- 
hour, forty-five minutes later after the second one; it was immediately 
after the second, I just don't know. 

Q. What about 10:30 or 11 o’clock? A. Could be. 

Q. Do you know what department you were meeting with? 

A. No, sir, I have no idea. 

Q. In any of these departments, these first three so far, do you 
remember any of the individual names of people who asked questions? 
A. I remember Mrs. Frazier's name, because I asked; she was in the 
first meeting. 

Q. Which Frazier is that? A. Julia Frazier. 

Q. Do you remember anybody out of the second meeting? 

A. Not particularly. 
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Q. How about out of the third meeting? A. No, I don't re- 
memoper. 

Q. All right, when was your fourth meeting that day? 
A. I would assume that we had three before lunch, and I would assume 


the fourth would have been immediately after lunch. 


Q. Which would have been when? A. Some time around one. 


Q. One o'clock; do you know what department? A. No, sir. 
Q. How long did that meeting last? A. Between half an hour 


and an hour. | 

Q. What time was your next meeting? A. Immediately 
afterwards. | 

Q. Twoo'clock? A. I can't recall, sir, it could, have been 1:45, 
it could have been two; I don't know. | 

Q. What department did you meet with on that occasion? 
A. I don't know, sir. The next one, the supervisor, the head super- 
visor, was just calling them section by section. I didn't ask which 
section was coming. | 

Q. And what time was your last meeting that day? A. It may 
have been some time around four. 

Q. It ended at that time? A. I don't know when it ended, some 
time at the end of the day. | 

Q. How long did it last? A. I'm sure a half-hour to an hour. 

Q. You have no present memory of that? A. I certainly can't 
remember how long each of those meetings were. 

Q. These afternoon meetings, do you remember the names of 
anybody who asked questions? A. No, I don't. | 

Q. You don't remember anyone in that group? A. No. 

Q. During any of these six meetings, were you asked about 
Negro supervision? A. I don't recall, I may have been. 

Q. Were you asked about piece rates? A. Oh, yes. 

Q. How manytimes? A. I would say probably in every meeting. 
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Q. More than once in every meeting? A. Oh, yes, people 
were badgering me, I thought, certain people were badgering me with 
questions about piece rates. 

Q. Badgering you? You invited the questions, didn't you? 

A. No, well, when I said badgering, it seemed to me they had been 
prompted to ask certain questions, because the same question kept 
coming up at every meeting. 

Q. Did you conceive this might be something of interest around 
the plant? A.' I conceived that it might be something they had been 
primed with. 

Q. Who'did you think had primed them? A. I think the union. 

Q. You'think the union? A. I think so, very definitely. 

Q. Do you think they had done this to embarrass you? 

A. I think they were trying to ask questions that might put me in a 
difficult position. 
a * * * * 

Q. Now, you also made a speech the day before the election? 
A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Now, that was just one speech to the whole plant? A. To the 
whole plant, the only speech to the whole plant. 


Q. You were wearing a Garland tag that morning? A. Excuse 


me? 

Q. You were wearing a Garland tag? A. I wasn't wearing one 
when I commenced my speech, I put one on at the start. 

Q. You made the comment that you wanted to show where you 
stood? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And then you called for the password? A. I said, "Does 
anyone know the password?" 

Q. You got a reply, some of them said, "Vote," and some of 
them said, ''No?" A. More of them said "No." 


1244 
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Q. And you said, "Yes, sir, that's the password, Vote and No?" 
A. Right. : 
Q. Where was your plant supervision at this time? A. Idon't 


know, sir, I assume they were scattered around. 


Q. Had you talked with these supervisors prior to making this 
| 


speech? A. I never had. | 

Q. Had you talked with them after you made the speech? 
A. Lnever did, I didn't. : 

Q. Did you have any occasion that day to talk with the super- 
vision at the plant? A. I think just normally, to say hello, and I might 
have said, "Gee, it looks great," or something of that nature. I didn't 
have any occasion to address them as a group, and I didn't speak to 
each and every supervisor; I might have said, you know, hello, to one 
or two of them; I can't recall, but Iam sure I did. | 

Q. ‘You didn't have any conference with Mrs. Anita Webster 
that day? A. Conference? 

Q. Yes. A. I wouldn't say I had any conference with her, no. 

Q. Did you have any extended conversations with her? <A. Again 
I may have said, "Well, it looks pretty good, "* or some thing to this 
effect; I don't know what she may have said to me; there was no con- 
versation that I can remember. | 

Q. You didn't give her any instructions about people wearing 
tags? A. No, I certainly didn't; that I can say very distinctly. 

* * * * | * 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Do you remember anything else that 
you said during your speech of May 12? A. I remember the speech. 

Q. Sir? A. I remember the speech. | 

Q. Do you remember anything else other than your remarks 
about the tags? A. AsI said, I remember the whole speech. 


Q@. You remember the whole speech word for word? A. Pretty 
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Q. Allright, sir, recite it for us word for word, if you would. 
A. Pretty near word for word. 

Q. Well, pretty near word for word, recite it for us, if you 
would. A. As'I said, I said, "Good Morning," I said, ''l have never 
felt so tall since I have been in Beaufort," I said, about the hand tags, 
do you want me to repeat that? 

Q. Yes. A. I said, "I see a lot of union pins and buttons out 
there”? and I said, "I want you to know how I stand," and I took a 


Garland hang tag, and I pinned it upon my lapel, and then I said, 'Does 


everyone know’ the password for tomorrow?" and a lot of people yelled, 
"No, 't and a few yelled, "Vote," and I said, "That's right, 'Vote' and 


‘No’,”’ and then I said, "I really like the sound of that, let me hear it 


again; and they yelled, 'No;" and I said, "Let them hear it on Boundary 
Street,”* and they yelled, '""No,"’ and I said, "Let them hear it in Atlanta," 
and they yelled, No,” and I said, "Let them hear it in New York," 

and they said, "No," and then I said, "As far as I am concerned, this 
campaign is over, we have said all we can Say, and we have tried to 
inform you, and we haven't tried to please you, and now the decision 

is up to you,” and then I took out the copy of the Beaufort Gazette, and 
I read them the excerpt from Mr. Morand, where he said that it wasn't 
a question of who is going to win, but it was a question of by how much 
the union is going to win; and I said I thought the decision was up to 
them, that Mr. Morand didn't know how they were going to vote any 
more than I did, and I said, "He may think he has you in the bag, '’ but 

I said, "I don’t believe it," and I said, "I think that tomorrow night he 
is not going to eat his supper, he is going to eat his words." 

And then I said that as far as I was concerned this had been a 
wonderful experience, and that in three weeks I thought I had met a 
great many fine people, and it was an experience I would always 
remember, and then I said, "Remember that tomorrow when you vote, 
if you vote in the image of your God, Iam not going to be afraid of the 


results." 
* ot * * 


353 


Q. You were interviewed by the Labor Board — about the 


May 12 speech? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And that was one of the lot of speeches that you nae when 
you were in Beaufort? A. Excuse me? 

Q. Is that one of the "lot of speeches" that you made while you 
were in Beaufort? A. That was one of my speeches, yes, sir. 

Q. Mr. Bernat, in your May 12 speech did you quote from a 
religious publication? A. Yes, I did. | 

Q. All right, sir, that wasn't part of the word-for-word account 
you gave us about this speech previously? A. DidIor didn't 1? 
I don't know. I may have; I think I did. : 

Q. Irefer to the Daily Word. A. Yes, I did. WES was the 
quote? | 

Q. Did you comment to the effect that this didn't represent your 
own religion, but that it helped you through the last few days? 
A. I don't recall that, sir; what was the quote exactly, if you have it? 

Q. Well, no, sir, I don't have it; do you remember what it was 
you said? A. It was a one-sentence quote, it was something about, 
"Tomorrow will bring peace and contentment.” | 

Q. This represented something you didn't remember about the 
May 12 speech a while ago, does it not, sir? A. Yes. | 

Q. Did you use any kind of a prayer in your ae 12 speech? 
A. No, sir, no, I didn't. 

Q. Weren't there tears coming down your face? A. There may 
have been, sir. | 

Q. This again is something in your May 12 speech that you had 
not previously told about? A. What? 

Q. The tears coming down on your face. 

MR. SMITH: Objection. 

THE WITNESS: I didn't realize that, I didn't say anything--do 


ou want me to describe what I was wearing how my hair was combed? 
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Q. Ibelieve you said in your speech on May 11 and 12, you 


explained productivity by turning to the blackboard, did you not? 
A. You've got the wrong date. 

Q. Well, what date did you turn to the blackboard? <A. The 
10th and the 11th. 

Q. May 10and11? All right. Were those the dates on which 
you did that? A. Yes. 

Q. And when you defined productivity, you were defining it 
in terms of more money for the employee? <A. No, I defined it in 
terms of more production, by my example, I said if they produced 
500 instead of 300. 

Q. Did you not testify that the consequence of that for the 
employee would be more pay for that employee? A. I indicated that 
if you produced more, you would earn more, yes, sir, I did. 

Q. Therefore, if you were more productive, you would get more 
money, is that right? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Andi you were equating productivity with increased benefits 
for the individual employee, weren't you? A. I equated it with 
increased earnings, right, which I think everybody would understand, 
if they produced more they would earn more. 

Q. Didiyou not say that you thought it was a bad illustration? 
A. I said it was a bad illustration because from what I have been able 
to gather, nobody understood it. 

Q. Asa matter of fact, you commented on direct examination 
that they, that you felt you had been misunderstood in this illistration, 
didn't you? A. Apparently, a lot of people said they couldn't under- 
stand what I was talking about. 

Q. But you yourself were equating it with more money for the 
employee, were you not? A. I was equating more productivity with 


more money, right. 
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Q, You were trying to give the impression that there would be 
more money for them, the more productive they were? A. Of course. 


Q. According to your definition of productivity? A. Yes, if you 
| 


produce 500 instead of 300, you would earn more money. 

Q. Of course, the piece rates were brought up innumerable times, 
weren't they? A. They certainly were. | 

Q. And on these occasions you said that you could make no 
statements about piece rates, is that right? A. That's right. 

Q. But you recognized the fact that piece rates were a problem 
in this plant? A. I never said that. | 

Q. Oh, you didn't? A. No. 

Q. Didn't you promise them that you would look into the piece 
rate structure? A. No, I didn't, sir. | 

Q. You never did? A. No. ) 


Q. Well, was it a matter of concern to you that there were so 


many questions about piece rates? A. I was giving it thought. 

Q. Well, it was a matter of concern to you, wasn't it? A. Yes, 
it was. | 

Q. And you never made any statement about piece rates at all? 
A. In my knowledge, I felt that if I made no promises there would be 
no charges. I never made any promises. I never made any statement 
that could be construed as promises. ! 


Q. I-see; you never made any statement that could be construed 


as promises, and you never made any promises, is that correct? 


A. That's correct. | 
Q. What was this circulating around? I believe you said you 
kind of smiled, or you sort of smiled, or what was it you said you did, 
when yau circulated? A. I kind of smiled. | 
Q. Sort of a half-way smile? A. That's right. | 
MR. SMITH: About the way you are looking right 
Bernat? | 
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THE WITNESS: I'm really laughing now. 

Q. (By Mr. Zeigler) I just wanted to be sure what a "kind of 
smile” was. 

Q. How manytimes did you write on the blackboard on May 10 
and May 11? A. I believe I wrote up that example for almost every 
section except the cutting, and I think I may have written in most 
meetings, I don't know whether I wrote with the vote illustrated, the 
way the ballot would look or not, I may have done that, too. 

Q. Actually, you said you were not writing on the blackboard, as 
to that, you were writing on paper? A Paper, that's right. 

Q. And this was a prop you carried around with you, making 
these speeches? A. I didn’t carry it around with me; it was sitting 
there. 

/* * * 
REDIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) Mr. Bernat, at these talks that were given 
prior to the election, about how were the personnel divided, racially, 
during these talks? A. I would say in the same ratio as they were in 
the plant, we just took out half of the plant, you know, at one time, and 
half at the other, so I assume they were pretty well divided. 

Q. You testified that there were approximately 45% colored, 
or Negro employees? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. What would the other 60% be? A. Well, white plus, there 
were 12 or 13 oriental girls. 

* * cd * * 

Q. Ali right, sir, you testified I believe that you had a talk to 
these employees subsequent to the election on May 13, is that correct? 
A. Yes, sir. 

Q. What did you tell the employees at that talk? A. Well, I 
was very intoxicated with victory, as well as other things; I thanked 


everybody for the tremendous victory, and I said I thought this was 
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the time, now that the election was over, for everyone to forget about 
the campaign, and that we were all Garland employees, and we should 
all build together to make a better company, and I stated that we 
would review and raise all of the piece rates and the time rates, and 
that our rates would be better than in any union plant in Walterboro 
and Hampton. I think that was pretty much the gist of it; I think I gave 
a necktie to Mr. Van Schyndel; I don't know, I think I said Mr. Morand 
would be eating his words instead of his supper, he would eat crow; 
I said a lot of things. | 
* * * = | * 

Q. Ishow you Respondent's Exhibit 9, and ask you if you 
recognize that? <A. Yes, sir. | 

Q@. Where have you seen it before? A. It was sent me, I 
believe, it was a letter that had been sent to our employees through the 


mail. 


Q. Did you, in fact, put wage increases into effect? A. Yes, 


we did, sir. 
Q. Did you, in fact, put certain benefits into effect at Beaufort, 
South Carolina? <A. We did, sir. | 
Q. Was that in accordance with the talk that you made on the 
afternoon of May 13? A. In accordance with that, and after we 
received that letter where the union said they were going to stay 
around to see that we kept the promises we had made that afternoon. 
Q. You are speaking of Respondent's Exhibit 9? | A. Yes, sir. 
Q. What date do you recall were these adjustments in wages 
made, or rates? A. Some time I think around the first week of June. 
Q. Do you recognize General Counsel's Exhibit 22 A. Yes, 
sir. | 
@. And what is it? A. That is a book which contains a list 
of our various company rules and regulations and benefits. 
Q. And benefits? A. Yes. : 
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Q. Do you recall when that was placed into effect at Garland 
Knitting Mills of Beaufort, South Carolina? <A. I don't recall the date, 
sir. 

Q. Do you recall the month? A. Iam just guessing, it was in 
June. 

* 
EXAMINATION 

Q. (By the Trial Examiner) You testified that it was around 
August 1st when you started your holiday line of sales, and they were 
unexpectedly low? A. Right. 

Q. Had your sales been down on the back-to-school line? 

A. No, we had a tremendous increase on the back-to-school line, we 
were about 30 per cent above. 

Q. So the first breath that you felt of this recession in your 
business was after August lst? A. Ihave some figures here that 
could illustrate that, what happened to us subsequently in our sales 
and shipments, if you are interested. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I think we already have them; no, we 
haven't them; I think I've already declined to take them. 

* * * * 
MARVIN LEVIN 
resumed the stand and testified further as follows: 
CROSS EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) All right, Mr. Levin, I show you 
Joint Exhibits 1 through 10 and Joint Exhibit 30, and I want to ask you 
a few questions concerning the significance of the figures that appear. 
Let's take Joint Exhibit 1 as an example, for employee Christine 
Young. A. Yes. 

Q. Inote in the upper right-hand corner of Joint Exhibit 1, 
the figure 10.80. What is the significance of that figure? A. We 


have a longevity minimum wage, and for an operator, she begins 
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today, say, at $1.45, and we guarantee her, if she is there six months, 
she gets an increase, and it goes accordingly, so this girl was 
guaranteed $10.80 a day, regardless of what she made and regardless 
of the minimum wage, so this was her guarantee, in other words, 
whatever she made for any individual day, she was guaranteed the 
amount in the right-hand corner. | 
Q. Allright. As between different girls here, on the hand 
zipper line, would that figure vary? A. Well, it fonents on how long 
they had been an employee of Garland. | 
Q. But does the figure have any relationship to their average 
productivity, since they have been at Garland? A. Oh, no, it shouldn't. 


Q. All right, sir. What factors go into figuring or computing 


this particular figure? A. Purely longevity. 

Q. Just longevity? A. Just longevity. 

Q. That would be longevity in the plant, or within the particular 
department or line? A. Longevity in the plant. | 

Q. So would it be a fair statement to say as between any of 
these employees, both in Joint Exhibits 1 through 10, and 30, and the 
hang zipper line, and the Joint Exhibits 11 through 29, with reference 
to the dart line, that that particular figure would be a reflection of 
the seniority, the plant seniority of the employee at the Beaufort 
plant? A. Well, it would be longevity, I wouldn't say seniority, 
I would say longevity. 

Q. All right, sir. Suppose in computing that figure you had 
an employee whose employment was broken up into several distinct 
intervals of time; in other words, she had quit and them come back, 
quit again and them come back; does the computation start over again 
each time that she is rehired? A. If she is terminated or quits, 


yes; if she is laid off or ona leave of absence, no. 


* * * * 


360 


Q. Now, Mr. Levin if I understand correctly, you were present 
on September 9 when the announcement was made to a group of 
employees concerning a reduction in the work force? A. An 
announcement made to the employees? 

Q. Yes. A. I made the announcement. 

Q. You were in the presence of Mr. Van Schyndel? A. And 
his secretary. 

Q. And his secretary? A. Yes. 

Q. In what terms that day did you express to the employees 
the fact that they wouldn't be back to work? A. Well, it is always a 
very difficult thing to terminate people, it is not a pleasant thing, 
and I had spoken to Van, and we had written a few words to say to the 
employees, because this is one part of my job that I do not like. 

Q. Yes, sir? A. And I walked out to Van's secretary's 
office, we took the girls in two groups, because it is a small room, 
it is physically small, and I had in my hand a slip of paper with just 
a couple of sentances written down to say to the employees, and I 
followed them reasonably close, but I just said, to my recollection 
1 said that work had slowed down, and it had been necessary to cut 
back the work force, and that I was very sorry, but it would be 


necessary to terminate them, and I thanked them for having worked 
for Garland. 
Q. On how many occasions that day did you make this speech? 


A. To two groups. 
Q. Did you use the word “terminate” both times? A. Yes, 
one of the girls asked, "Is this a lay-off or a termination?" and I 
said, “Itis a termination," and one of the girls asked, "Can we ever 
go back to work for Garland?" andI said, "If you apply I am sure we 
will consider your applications," and I turned around and I walked 


into the other office. 
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Q. Sir, did anyone ask you anything about applying for unemploy- 
ment? A. No, that was never asked of me. | 

Q. Going back a little bit before that, that same day, you 
testified, I believe, earlier, that when you got this communication from 
the Massachusetts plant about this, that you got in touch with Mr. Van 
Schyndel and Mrs. Webster; during the time that you were there with 
Mrs. Webster, did you discuss individual employees with her, as to 
what their status might be? On this termination? A. Well, what do 
you mean by that? : 

Q. Well, let me put it this way; did you discuss certain em- 
ployees with her by name? A. Well, many names came up, yes. 
Many names came up, and we did discuss them, it was RSE S 
name would come up, and I would ask her opinion on that. 

Q. All right, now, let me ask you this; how would a name come 
up? You know, that might be put on this lay-off list or termination 
list? A. Well, we would go, we would discuss this shipping area, 
and then we would discuss who were the people in the shipping area. 

Q. Did you discuss that with Mrs. Webster? A. ‘Well, she 
would be sitting there, that would be out of her area, I ae just making 
an example; and then the names, well, who are the people in the 
shipping area, and the names would come up. | 

Q. Well, who would suggest the name? A. I would suggest 
many names, specifically I don't know, the names just came up, we 


brought out the files, we had our files with us, of course, and a list 


of the employees, so the names would come up, and I would bring up 


the next name, and we would discuss the name. 

Q. And you went through each department in the plant pretty 
much along this same line? A. Along this same line. When we came 
to the cutting room area, as I said, we brought in the cutting room 
supervisor, and I believe Mrs. Webster was sitting there during the 
whole thing, but whether she left when the cutting room was brought 
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Q. Let's see if I can express what I am trying to get at; would 


the name of the employee be suggested by someone, and then you would 


go to the record? A. Oh, no, no, we just went through the record, we 


had a list of employees and where they were; we just went through-- 
nobody just brought a name up and said, "What about her?" No. That 
wasn't done at all, no, sir. 

Q. With! reference to each of the names on your list there, you 
had what, a list of over 300? A. That's about it. 

Q. Did you discuss the question of the employee's attitude 
toward his job or Garland, with reference to each of those names? 

A. What do you mean by attitude toward the job? 

Q. Well, yesterday, sir, you testified, I believe, you may 
correct me if I'm wrong, that at least in some cases the question 
of attitude of the particular employee involved entered into, or 
possibly entered into a decision. A. It was more an attitude toward 
their work. 

Q. An attitude toward their work? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Now, with reference to all of these 300-odd people on that 
list, was that particular question discussed with reference to each one? 
A. If 1 clearly knew what you meant by the word "attitude;" generally 
we discussed the over-all person, as much as we knew about every 
person, yes; I mean, pertaining to their work; it's a hazy thing, during 
that period we had a lot of names to go over, and the question was, 
what do you think of this person, and we had the rolls, and we would 
look up productivity, or we would discuss it; decisions had to be made 
that day, and made quite fast; perhaps it was too fast, but they had to 
be made. 

Q. Well, let me see if I understand you now; there was a 
separate discussion with reference to each person on your payroll? 
A. Well, as well as I can remember, we knew--let me put it this 


way; we knew that we were going through a series--we knew, or 
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assumed, that the cutting area was going down; for one thing, I tried 


not to, or as little as possible to cut down the direct sewing area, 
because these are trained operators, I did not want to lose the trained 
operators, sO therefore I cut whatever I could around, I cut out as 
many as I could in the shipping area and the cutting ee, to get to 
the thirty figure, I cut as much as possible around the sewing, before 
I got to the sewing. | 

Q. Well, did you have a separate discussion about each em- 
ployee on your payroll as to the various factors that entered into your 
decision to terminate them? A. I just do not remember a separate 
one on every single one; there were many names that came up, and I 
asked opinions, and I thought about it, and we went on from there. 

Q. Was there more discussion about some people than there 
was about others? A. I would imagine So. 

* * * * | * 

Q. There was some discussion then about Mrs. Crumley 
sitting next to somebody; what was that? A. Once a complaint had 
come to me about Dorothy Walker's perspiration had annoyed the 
person sitting next to her. : 

Q. I'm not talking about-- A. I mean, Dorene Crumley; and 
somebody had asked that her machine be moved. 

Q. That was about Dorene? A. Dorene Crumley, yes. 

Q. Her perspiration? A. Her physical--somebody had asked 
that her machine be moved away from them. | 

Q. Did this have anything to do with Mrs. Crumley’ s attitude 
toward her job? A. No, I just said that this is something that stuck 
in my mind. 

Q. Well, what was said about Mrs. Crumley's attitude toward 
her job? A. Ijust do not remember at this time, I honestly don't. 

Q. Well, was Mrs. Crumley known to you at the time? A. Yes. 
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Q. In what way was she known to you? A. Well, I had known of 
her having been on the union organizing committee, I had known that. 

Q. That is one way that she was known to you? A. One of many 
ways that I had known that she was there. 

Q. Would the same be true of Alice Ebbs? A. Well, Alice I 
had known on the floor. 

Q. You also knew that she was on the union organizing committee? 
A. Oh, yes. 

Q. And the same was true of Rebecca Frazier, was it not? 

A. Oh, yes. 

Q. And Evelyn Houston? A. Oh, yes. 

Q. And Julia Frazier? A. The name doesn't stick in my mind; 
Julia Frazier? 

Q. Julia Frazier. A. I didn't know about her. 

Q. What about Dorothy Walker, you knew she was on the 
organizing committee? A. I knew all of the, who the members were. 

Q. And Dorothy Walker was one of them? A. Off-hand, I 
believe she was; I don't remember. 

Q. Mr. Levin, the announcement about who was going to be 
terminated that day, was that not conveyed to the supervisors that 
afternoon about 3 o'clock? A. No, sir. 

Q. What's that? A. Absolutely not. 


Q. When did the supervisors get these little slips that they 


gave the employees? A. Minutes, about a quarter past four, or 
twenty past four, just before the end--the supervisor received the slip 
only to give it to the girl to come to the office. 

Q. When were the checks made out, when did you start making 
these out? A. Probably late in the afternoon. 

Q. Well, about what time? A. It was quite late in the after- 


noon, the exact time I don't know. 
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@. Well, you had what, 29 checks to make out? A. That's right. 
Q. Who went down to the payroll department to tell them to start 
making out the checks? A. I should imagine either I or Van Schyndel; 
which one told our office manager to do it I don't know. : 
Q. It might have been you, you don't know? A. Well, whether 
I called our office manager in, or Van at that time, exactly; it probably 
was me; I would say it was me that would have done that. 
Q. How long did it take then to compute and make out 29 checks? 


It shouldn't take very long. 


Q. How long? A. Three-quarters of an hour. — 

Q. So if you had your list of people to be terminated made up 
some time between three-thirty and three forty-five that lafternoon, is 
that a fair statement? <A. I would say yes. : 

@. And immediately you finished the list, you notified the pay- 
roll department to begin making out checks? A. Yes. : 

Q. All right, sir, who made out the little slips that were sent 
down to the supervisors that day? A. Van Schyndel's secretary. 

Q. And she had to make how many of them? A. 29. 

Q. Were they typed? A. I don't believe so. | 

Q. Handwritten? <A. Well, there was a mimeographed sheet 
I believe she had, she just typed the name in, "Please come to the 
office." | 

* * * * | * 

Q. (By Mr. Zeigler) Mr. Levin, now tell me, Dorene Crumley 
is in the darts department, or whatever you call it? A. Yes, in the 
darts department. | 

Q, What do you call her position? A. A dart setter. 

And Alice Ebbs, service? <A. Yes. | 
Rebecca Frazier? A. Darts. 
: 
Now, is it my understanding that Joint Exhibits 1 through 


Q. 
Q. 
Q. And Evelyn Houston? A. Hang zipper. 
Q. 
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10 and Joint Exhibit 30 are the records that you compared with the 
records of Evelyn Houston, in order to determine whether she-- 
A. I went through ten hand zipper records there, I don't know the 
numbers. 

Q. Those were the ones that were offered as hang zipper line 
records, Joint Exhibits 1 through 10 and Joint Exhibit 30? Would 
you hand them to him? 

MR. SMITH: We have used the originals, I think he can see. 
them better. 

Q. (By Mr. Zeigler) Are those the ones you went through to 
compare with Evelyn Houston's? A. Yes, sir. 

©. Did you compare her record with any others, other than 
those you have in your hand? A. No, sir. 

Q. That was the sole basis of comparison? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. All right, sir. As far as Dorene Crumley and Rebecca 
Frazier, did you compare their records with Joint Exhibits 11 
through 29? A. May I see the other records? 

Yes, sir. 

Q. Those are the only records you compared Dorene Crumley's 
and Rebecca Frazier's records with, is that right? A. Yes. 

Q. And the other some 260 records were used in connection 


with the other employees that were released on September 9, is 
that right? A. Each department, any member in that department 
was compared only to the other members in their department. 


Q. And that amounted to some 270 or more records? 
A. Yes, that's right. 
* * * * * 
Q. Now, does Mr. Capone still work for Garland? A. Yes, 
sir. 
Q. In what capacity is he employed? A. Mr. Capone is head 
of production, he gives out the work to the contractors, he tells what 
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will go into the factories, what will go to the contractors, he pretty 
much distributes work, and is in charge of quality control. 

Q. And you have frequent dealings with him, do you not? 
A. Yes, I speak to him on the phone very often. | 

Q. Now, do I understand you, sir, that this eee i. 20, 
or 11.80, that appears on each one of the Joint Exhibits, and on the 
exhibits of the four workers, Rebecca Frazier, Dorene Crumley, 
Evelyn Houston and Alice Ebbs, these indicate generally the seniority 
of an employee, is that right? You call it longevity, but actually-- 
A. Well, there can be many people with the same figure. 

Q. Right, that would indicate generally the length of time 
that an employee has been employed by Garland in this occupation? 
A. Yes. 


Q. In other words, an employee who had 10.20 as compared 
with an employee who had 11.20, you would know the one with 10.20 


was junior to the one with 11.20? A. Yes. | 
Q. So that would be a good rule of thumb as to seniority? 
A. A general rule, yes. 
* * * x 
RECROSS EXAMINATION 
Q. (By Mr. Williamson) 
* * * * * 

Q. (By Mr. Zeigler) Mr. Levin, does the company of Garland 
send any warnings to anyone who is under production, not making 
production? A. If somebody is not making production, I will discuss 
it, many times I will ask my floorlady to speak with them, or tell 
them I would like their work to improve; this is normal procedure. 


Q. Was it normal procedure prior to September 9? A. Yes. 


* * * 
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ARNOLD KUBLIN 
was recalled to the stand and testified further as follows: 
REDIRECT EXAMINATION 


Q. (By Mr. Smith) Mr. Kublin, I believe you previously 
testified that you are personnel director of Garland Corporation? 

A. I believe I previously testified that I was the assistant to the 
president. 

Q. I'm sorry, I'm going back to early 1966; what was your 
title at that time? A. Personnel Director. 

Q. As Personnel Director, who was your immediate superior? 
A. The assistant treasurer of Garland Corporation. 

Q@. And his name was what? A. Mr. Philip Shapiro. 

Q. How long have you been Personnel Director of Garland? 
A. I was appointed to that position in December, 1964. 

Q. Prior to that time, was there any such thing as Personnel 
Director? A. No, there was no Personnel Department. 

Q. What were your duties as Personnel Director? A. To 
organize the Personnel Department, and to put into effect whatever 
duties would be laid out by me as ordinary in the course of personnel 
work; and this would involve the reducing to writing of existing per- 


sonnel policies which had never been in writing, the establishment or 


creation of policy on those matters where there was none, and covering 


matters which would be considered appropriate personnel policies, and 
to compile them into an employee handbook. 

Q. Didiyou compile such a document or policy? <A. I did. 

Q. When did you complete it, sir? A. It was completed in 
December, either December or January of 1966. 

Q. Now, did your duties as Personnel Director of Garland 
Corporation extend into any of the other Garland Knitting Mills? 


A. Iwas the corporate Personnel Director, which would encompass 
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all Garland locations, Brockton, Jamaica Plains, Massachusetts, 
| 


Beaufort, South Carolina, and Warrenton, Georgia. 
Q. These policies which you are speaking of, did fhey apply to 
those corporations also? A. Yes, they did. 
Q. When was--first let me show you General Counsel's 
Exhibit 2; are you familiar with that? A. I know it well. 
Q. Did you prepare this? A. Yes, I did. | 
Q. Is there such a book also for the other Garland corporations? 


A. There is a book for the other Garland corporations. | 

Q. When was the first book published, and where? A. The 
first book was announced to our employees in February of 1966, and 
introduced in Jamaica Plains, Massachusetts, in March of 1966. 

Q. What title did the one in Jamaica Plains bear? A. Exactly 
the same title that is on the cover of Exhibit 2; "Your Job with 
Garland." | 

Q. Was there at that time a program of introduction into the 
other plants? A. Yes, there was, an introduction was to follow in the 
other plants, after its introduction into our plant in Jamaica Plains, 
Massachusetts, | 

Q. Mr. Kublin, when did you first come to Beaufort, South 
Carolina, in the year 1966? A. February 28, 1966. 

Q. How do you know it was February 28? A. Just to clarify, 


I left Brockton on February 28 of 1966, and arrived in Beaufort on 
March 1, 1966. | 


How do I know, to answer your question? 


Q. Yes, how do youknow? A. The significant point was, I 
had received a telephone call from the plant manager, Mr. Glenn 
Carter, on February 28, early in the morning, informing me of a 
paper that was handed out to the employees on their way into work 
that morning. He read it to me, and it concerned a union organizing 


activity in which they had claimed, stated that they represented a 
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majority of the employees, and that started wheels in motion which 
resulted in my leaving Brockton. 

Q. I show you Respondent's Exhibit 2; do you recognize that? 
A. Tdo. 

Q. Whatis it? A. This is the same bulletin that was read to 
me on February 28, and then I saw it myself when I arrived in 
Beaufort on March 1. 

Q. How did you come to Beaufort? A. I flew down, which is 
the way I customarily get here. 

Q. Have you had occasion to recently verify dates by checking 
records of the company? A. I have, I have rechecked company 
records to definitely reaffirm my own thought that I did leave Brockton 
on February 28, and arrive in Beaufort on March 1; the records that 
I checked were specifically our air travel records, which indicated 
that I left on a late flight on February 28, and flew to Atlanta, arriving 
late at night, and stayed in Atlanta overnight, and took the 7 a.m. 
flight on Tuesday morning, March 1, to Savannah, which would put me 
in the plant in Beaufort at approximately 9 a.m. March Ist. 

Q. Now, when you arrived in Beaufort, what did you do? 

A. I met with the plant manager to discuss with him the situation, to 
get an estimate of the situation. I subsequently made arrangements 
that day to meet with the supervisors within the next day, to again get 
an estimate of the situation, and since we were certainly on notice 
that there was a union organizing activity underway, I talked with 

the supervisors to fully acquaint them with those things which they 
would be allowed to do, and those things which they were not allowed 
to do. 

Q. What did you tell them they would be allowed to do? And 
not allowed to do? A. I told them that they would not be allowed 


to interrogate any employees about union activities or for that 


matter, not to interrogate employees about anything relating to this 
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type of activity. I specifically told them not to spy, not to make any 
promises, not to threaten any employees, or in any way intimidate the 
mployees about their union activities or related activities. 

I did tell them that they could listen to employees if employees 
wanted to talk to them, or volunteered information; they could answer 
questions to the best of their ability, if questions were asked of them, 
and that they would continue to supervise their sections and do what 
they normally would do, in the normal course of their daily routine 
prior to the union organizing activities; to run their sections as they 
ran them before; no changes. : 

Q. Where did these talks take place? A. The talks took place 


inside one of the offices adjacent to the plant manager's office. 


Q. Did you talk to the supervisors on any other occasion? 
A. I did, I talked to the supervisors again later that week, I believe 
it was Thursday night of that week. We met at a dinner meeting at 
the Accent Restaurant in Riverdale, where I again went over the points 
of what they could do and what they could not do, so that: ‘there would 
be no misunderstanding. I wanted them to ask any questions of me 
that had entered their minds, or if they had any doubts whatsoever, 
to ask any questions at that time, and to be certain that they were 
fairly impressed with what their conduct was supposed to be. 

Q. During this time did you have any occasion to talk to the 


employees? A. I did, I talked with the employees that week in 


groups, I believe starting on Wednesday and continuing on through 
Thursday, covering the entire plant. 
Q. Did you talk to all of the employees? A. I aia, all of the 


employees were told that they could go to the cafeteria area where 


I would be, to talk on the subject of the union organizing campaign, 


and those employees who wanted to go could go; if there was anyone 


who didn't go, I don't know. 
Q. They were not required to go? A. They were not. 
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Q. What did you do or say at those meetings? A. I introduced 


myself, I introduced the nature of the work, the personnel work that 
I was responsible for, and told them that I was there to present the 
company’s position with regard to the union organizing drive. 
Specifically I took the hand-out that the union had distributed, on that 
Monday, the one that was just shown to me a few moments before. 

Q. Respondent's Exhibit 2? A. Yes, Respondent's Exhibit 2, 
and with this document in hand, I talked to the employees and said 
that, "The union has stated that now that the campaign is out in the 
open, we feel that the company will try to frighten you into not listen- 
ing to the truth," I just read this from this paper; I felt that it was 
unfair for the union to state that the first words that the company 
would ever say about this union would be untrue, since we had never 
said anything up to that point. 

MR. WILLIAMSON: We object to what he felt, Mr. Examiner. 

MR. SMITH: He is stating what he said. 

MR. WILLIAMSON: I did not understand it that way. 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) Are you telling what you said to the em- 
ployees? A. I said this to the employees. These are my words, I 
said, "I think it is unfair for the union to say that the first words we 
are going to say about this union organizing campaign are not going 
to be true, since we have never said anything before, and I wonder 
on what basis they make the statement that we are going to say some- 
thing untrue.” 

Further going into this Respondent's Exhibit No. 2, I said, "The 
union has also said "We were successful in signing up enough to have 
a majority'," again I just read them from this paper. I went into the 
union card which these employees allegedly had signed, based upon 
this document, and said, "If the union has already signed a majority 
of the employees in this plant, then why are they still after you to 
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sign cards, is it possible that what cards are being signed at this 
point represent to them an authorization to deduct union dues from 
your pay?" | 
I also said that Respondent's Exhibit No. 2 new reais, "480,000 
garment workers in every state of our country must be right.” 
I pointed out to them that Garland had been in existence for 29 


years, operating in Boston, Massachusetts, in an area where there is 


a large preponderance of union shops, particularly in the garment 
industry, and the International Ladies' Garment Workers’ Union 
specifically, and our employees in our plant in Jamaica Plains had 
never felt a need for a union, and there must be a reason for that. 

I read a few items from a bulletin of the various State Chambers 
of Commerce, South Carolina, Georgia, Massachusetts, where part of 
the bulletin contains information about results of union elections; 


reading to them instances where union elections had resulted in the 


rejection of unions, so that perhaps to say that everyone is joining the 
union, or that perhaps this is the popular thing to do, it isn't necessarily 
so. There are those who still feel they don't need a oor I told them 
I was there to answer any questions that they might have, and at that 
point opened up my talk to questions from the employees. 

Q. Were you asked questions? A. I was. | 

Q. What questions were you asked? A. Some of the questions 
related to an election process, or elections in general, what was it 
about, what was it like, what is this election; questions bt that type, 
all pertaining to the same subject. There were other questions re- 
lating to the cards that they had signed. | 

Q. What questions specifically were asked with respect to the 
cards? A. Several people, after I had talked, asked if it was possible 


for them to obtain their cards, if they had signed a card, was it 


possible to obtain the return of this card. | 
Q. Did you answer that? A. Idid. 
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Q. What did you answer them? A. I told them that I would 
imagine that they would have to ask the person that they gave the card 
to, for the return of this card, and approach it on this basis. 

Q. Did any of them tell you that they had asked for their card 
back? 

MR. ZEIGLER: We object to that. 

MR, SMITH: I'll withdraw that. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

MR. SMITH: I withdraw it. 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) Do you recall any further questions? 

A. Well, there were some questions that were asked, I remember one 
being asked twice, and that was with regard to a pension plan, why 
doesn't Garland have a pension plan for its employees here in Beau- 
fort? 

Q. What was your answer? A. That the plant had only been 
in existence for a couple of years, and that we didn't feel that it was 
a most pressing matter, or a matter that was urgent, to introduce a 
pension plan into an operation that hadn't been in existence more than 
two or three years, and pointed out to them that over the last couple 
of years we had added a holiday in each of the two preceding years, 
and had introduced a Blue Cross-Blue Shield hospital coverage 
program, and introduced a group life insurance program, all of which 


I said I felt were far more meaningful to the employees in the plant 
than a pension plan would be. I also told them we had a great interest 
in the employees in that plant, that the very success of the Garland 


organization which had grown so rapidly over the last five or six 
years was certainly to a large measure a result of the contribution 
of every person working in the Garland Corporation. 

Q. Do you recall anything further at those talks? A. I think 
that's about the extent of it. 
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Q. Did you have any talks at any later time with the employees? 
1334 A. Idid, I talked with the employees again approximately about two 


weeks later. 


Q. Where were these talks? A. Again in the same area, in 


the cafeteria area. 
Q. What were the circumstances, were they similar to the 

previous talk? A. They were. As a follow-up to my first visit to 

the plant, a couple of weeks had passed, and I thought that perhaps there 


may be other questions that employees might want to ask of me. I 


had previously made mention of our employees or our plants in Jamaica 
Plains, Massachusetts, where our employees there had not felt the 

need for a union for 29 years of existence, and I told them that the 
previous week a petition had been filed for an election in the Jamaica 
Plains plant, and it was my understanding that the election would be 
held there prior to an election in the Beaufort plant. | 

Q: Did the election materialize then in the Jamaica plant? 

A. No, it didn't, it was scheduled prior, but it didn't materialize until 
three months later. ! 

Q. Continue with what you told the employees, the questions 
that they asked you? A. There seemed to be an interest on the part 
of the employees, specifically I knew there was an interest on the part 
of the employees by the nature of their questions, about the fact that 
they felt that they were in Beaufort, a thousand miles from our home 
office in Brockton, and that they knew very little about what was 
happening in the company. I told them that we were aware of that; 
this is one of the reasons that the company saw fit to begin a Per- 
sonnel Department, to see to it that our employees were informed, 
that we did have means of communication, I pointed out specifically 
a newspaper that we published in Massachusetts called the "“Gar- 
lander," which was a regular publication, put out by the company 


for the information of the employees in the Massachusetts operations, 
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and this was one of the things that would be part of a personnel 
operation in this plant. It meant many things, a personnel depart- 
ment meant many things, a means of providing employees with easier 
communication, and a means of having an awareness of the company 
operations, and taking problems which might be personal to someone 
other than their line supervisor, who might otherwise be primarily 
concerned with production matters. 

There were several questions along these lines, all of which 
were answered by my elaboration of what a personnel department was 
supposed to do, what function it would serve in the plant, and in all 
our plants. 

Q. Were there any talks by you following that time? <A. No, 
there were no talks by myself after that. 

Q. Did you attend talks by Mr. Edward Bernat? A. I did. 

Q. Were you present in Beaufort, South Carolina, at the plant 
on the day of the election, May 13? A. I was. 

Q. Were you present on the day following the election at the 
plant? A. Yes. 

MR. SMITH: Your witness. 

RECROSS EXAMINATION 

Q. (By'Mr. Williamson) You arrived at Beaufort on March 1, 
1966? <A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Now, soon after that was your first talk to the employees? 
A. The following day, on Wednesday, March 2, and continuing on 
into March 3. 

Q. During these talks you told them they would have an 
election? A. Pardon? 

Q. During these talks with employees you told them there 
would be an election? A. Yes, I did, I told them that there would be 
an election, and we felt that the employees in the plant should have 


an opportunity to make their determination of whether there would 
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be a union or not, after they had an opportunity to hear both sides of 


the story. 
* 
MASON LONDON 
was called as a rebuttal witness by and on behalf of General Counsel, 
and having been previously sworn, was examined am testified as 
follows: | 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Remember you are still under oath, 


DIRECT EXAMINATION : 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) State your name, cas A. My 
name is Mason London. 

Q. Are you the same Mason London who has testified hereto- 
fore in this proceeding? A. Iam. | 

Q. Mr. London, do you know a lady by the name of June 
Inabinette? A. I know of her. : 

Q. What? A. I know of her, yes, I know her. | 

Q. Directing your attention to a period of time before the 
election at Garland on May 13, 1966, did you ever have occasion to 
to take.her to a union meeting? A. Yes, I took her to the meeting the 
night before the election. | 

Q. Was anything said between you and her at that time about 
her getting her union card back? A. No. | 

Q. All right, sir. 

MR. WILLIAMSON: Nothing further. 


CROSS EXAMINATION 
Q. (By Mr. Smith) This was the night before the election? 
A. I'm pretty sure it was the night before the election. 
MR. SMITH: No further questions. | 
TRIAL EXAMINER: You may step down. : 
(Witness excused.) 


Whereupon, 

SPURGEON GRIGGS 
was called as a rebuttal witness by and on behalf of General Counsel, 
and having been previously sworn, was examined and testified as 


follows: 
TRIAL EXAMINER: You appeared before, didn't you? 
THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: You are still under oath. 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 
Q. (By Mr. Williamson) State your name, please. A. My 


name is Spurgeon Griggs. 

Q. Are you the same Spurgeon Griggs who has testified at 
this hearing before? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Mr. Griggs, do you know an employee at Garland named 
Arthur Smalls? A. Ido. 

Q. Did you sign Mr. Smalls up with the union? A. I did. 

Q. Do you remember what was said between you and Mr. Smalls 
on that day? A. I remember specifically. Arthur Smalls had a 
previous union experience, and he readily signed the card with me, and 
a lot of the conversation was centered around his previous experience 
in the union, in some part of New Jersey, and it was just about the gist 
of the whole thing, because he readily signed the card, and he was for the 
thing, he knew about unions. 

Q. At the time you talked with Mr. Smalls, before he signed the 
card, did you tell him all his co-workers had signed the card? 
A. I did not. 

Q. Did you tell him that most of his fellow workers had signed 
the card? A. I did not. 

Q. Do you know an employee by the name of Freddie Wearrien? 
A. Ido. 

Q. Did you have occasion to be present when he signed a card? 
A, Idid 
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Q. Who else was there? A. Another International representative 
by the name of Clarence Loftin. | 

Q. Allright, sir, do you remember what conversation was had 
with Mr. Wearrien before he signed the card? A. I do. In fact, 

I did most of the talking to Mr. Wearrien, I approached him and asked 
him was he aware that there was a union campaign going on among his 
fellow employees, and he saic that he was, and then he began to ask me 
some questions about the union, and I proceeded to answer the questions 
that he asked, and his questions were mostly relative to benefits of the 
union, and what the union could actually do in representing the em- 
ployees at Garland; and I proceeded to tell him something about the 
history of the ILGWU, and he readily signed the card. | 

Q. Did you by any chance tell him how many members the 
ILGWU had at that time? A. At that time? | 

Q. Yes. A. It is possible, I don't remember correctly, but I 
usually state the total number of the membership of the ILGWU. 

Q. Did you talk with Mr. Wearrien at that time in relation to 
anything about how many people at Garland had already signed the 
cards? A. No, I did not. 

Q. Did you tell him everybody but him had signed a card? 
A. I did not. 


| 
* * 
| 
1 
| 


CROSS EXAMINATION 
Q. (By Mr. Smith) 


| 
* * * * * 


Q. When you talk with people and take cards, you sign your 
name to the card, do you not, generally, so that you can identify 
them later? A. Usually that is the procedure. | 

Q. Do you make ita practice to sign the cards| lat that time 
so that you can identify them? A. At times, and then there were 


done immediately on the scene. 
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Q. When would you do it? How do you identify a card later on? 
A. Well I usually know the people when I am working a campaign, that 
I am working with, and I can identify both the cards and the people. 

Q. Did you sign the cards in this campaign? A. Several of 
them I did; you mean on the backs? Is that what you are talking about? 

Q. Yes. A. Yes, sir. 

Q. What about Rebecca Frazier, Julia Frazier, what about all 
the cards that you took during this campaign? A. I don't know 
whether I signed all of them or not; sometimes in turning cards in, 
like Mrs. Cameron was the director in here at that time, and if I turn 
a card in and state to her that I have signed these people and have gone 
through the usual procedure, then I have handed the card to her, and 
sometimes she would sign my name to the back of the card. 

Q. Who'would? A. The director of the campaign. 

Q. Mrs, Cameron? A. Yes. 


Mrs. Cameron knows who you are, doesn't she? A. I hope 


Q. She knows your name? A. I don't know whether she knows 
my full name or not, sir. 

Q. How do you sign your name? A. I usually sign it, it all 
depends, I sign my name several different ways. Sometimes I use 
my middle initial and again I don’t. I might sign my name S. Griggs, 
S. D. Griggs, Spurgeon D. Griggs-- 

Q. How often do you sign it S. W. Griggs? A. I've never 


signed my name S. W. Griggs, because I have no "W" in my name, 
other than in the DeWit. 

Q. What is this about DeWit? A. DeWit. 

Q. That is what the "D" is, DeWit? Did you sign that one? 
A. That is not my handwriting, sir. 

Q. Do you know whose itis? A. I really don't. 

Q. Is that Mary Cameron’s? A. Ican attest to the fact it 
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Q. It's not Mary Cameron's, is it? A. Icannot attest to that, 
I don't know Miss Cameron's signature when I see it, or her hand- 
writing. 

Q. There's an erasure underneath that signature of something 
else; doesn't it look to you like another name was there and erased? 
A. I couldn't tell you what was under there, sir. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: What card are you showing him, sir? 

MR. SMITH: I'm showing him General Counsel's Exhibit 21. 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) Look at the card where that name appears, 
S. W. Griggs. Does it look like there was something previously 


written where your purported signature is, and then removed, so that 
even the paper itself is removed? A. I couldn't attest t9 that. 

Q. You can see it, can you not? Do you see blue marking 
underneath the letters "S. W. Griggs?" A. It looks like. an erasure, 
but I don't see no blue marks. : 

Q. You say it looks like an erasure? A. Right. : 

Q. Underneath there? A. But I can attest that I didn't sign it 
personally. 

Q. Did you sign this? A. I did not sign the back of the card, 
that is not my handwriting. : 

* * * 

MASON LONDON | 
| 

| 


resumed the stand and testified further as follows: 


* 


FURTHER REDIRECT EXAMINATION | | 

Q. (By Mr. Zeigler) Do you recall a person by the name of 
Margie Allen? A. I recall her, sir. : 

Q: Do you know what kind of house she lives in? A. She 
lives in a big white house with a porch all the way around. 

Q,. Do you recall talking to her about signing 2 union card? 
A. I remember. ! 
Q. Did you make any statement to her that the union had a 
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majority of employees at Garland signed up, or words to that effect? 
A. No. When I go into a campaign, I never talk anything like this 
noway. 

Q. Do you recall that you did not make that statement to her? 
A. No, I never made any statement like that. 

MR. WILLIAMSON: General Counsel has no questions. 


FURTHER RECROSS EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) Mr. London, I thought Mary McDuffie and 
Blondell Hagood were the only girls that you knew? A. I know some, 
after you be down there, and come in and out of there two or three 
times, you start to get your bearings back again. 

Q. Youdo? A. Yes. 

Q. How long were you in town on that weekend that you were 
here? A. Oh, I think I was there something like, Oh, about eight, 
nine, ten days. 

Q. Eight, nine or ten days, over that period of time? A. Iwas 
here along when the most of the people were here on the weekend. 

Q. You were here about eight, nine or ten days, while the other 


people were here that weekend? I guess it would take that long to 


learn all these people, wouldn't it? A. How long it would take to learn 
all these people? 

Q. No, I just said I guess it would. I thought you said you had 
gotten so you knew them all? A. I didn't say I knew them all, 

Q. All right, you came down when all the other people came 
down to organize? And get the cards? A. I came down about that 
same time. 

Q. And you were here about eight, nine or ten days, then, 
going around? A. I was. 

Q. What day did you come here? A. I don't know exactly 
what day I come, I know it was the latter part of-- 

MR. WILLIAMSON: Your Honor, we object to this examination, 
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it is outside the scope of counsel for the Chargina Party's direct 
examination; it is a repeat of the same examination which counsel for 
the respondent has made on this witness at a prior time. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I say it's not outside the scope; this 
witness could identify only two of the cards, by his own recollection, 
when he took the witness stand before and testified that he knew that 
the rest were signed in his presence only because he hail signed the 
backs of the cards; now he shows considerably greater tecollection, 
and I think respondent should have an opportunity to inquire, and I will 
permit it. | 
Q. (By Mr. Smith) You say you were here this eight or nine 
days? A. It was something like that, I don't remembet exactly how 
many days it was. 

Q. And you went around to see these people, then, more than 
once in that period of time? A. No, the people that I had signed I had 
no reason to go back to see them. | 

Q. But you kept going on to other people? A. I would be sure 
if I was here I went to see other people. | 

Q. Ireckon you must have called on about 20 or 30 or 40 
people during that time? A. I don't know, I couldn't say. 

Q. Do you recall what day you came here? A. No, I don't 
remember exactly what day I came; I know it was the latter part of 
’ February, I believe; let's see, I got my car; I know as soon as I got 
this Chevrolet I got now, that's when I came, because my other car 
was broke down. It wouldn't make it over here. | 

Q. All right, now, tell me where Rebecca Black lives? 


A. You asked me that once before, and I told you at that time that I 


did not exactly know where she lives. 
Q. You called on her, didn't you? A. I called on “eo and 


quite a few more other people. | 
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Q. Who else did you callon? A. Oh, I can't remember those 
people's names, that's been over a year. 

Q. Think hard, Mr. London, and remember the names of people 
you calledon. A. I can't remember those people, I haven't, you know, 
been thinking about this campaign, I have been in several other cam- 
paigns, and I wouldn't remember those people. 

Q. Tell me what Rebecca Black looks like? A. I don't know 
what she looks like, I told you before, if she came in that door I 
wouldn't know her. 

Q. Where does Ethyl Booker live? A. Ethyl Booker, I don't 
have any idea, where Ethyl Booker lives. 

Q. Noidea? A. No idea. 

@. Tell me what Ethyl Booker looks like? A. Tell you what 
she looks like? If I leave now I couldn't tell you what you look like, 
if I stayed out of here two days I wouldn't know what you look like. 

Q. What about Annie Lee Glover? A. Idon't know what she 
looks like and I don't know where she stays. 

Q. What about Ridell Hampton? A. I don't know where she 
stays, I don’t know, I know that the most of those people live in Burton, 
one lives on Washington Street, I do believe, and one lives somewhere 
between here and Yemassee; now, you go down that list and ask me 
where they live, I don't know where they live, but I can tell you where 
all those people might live. 

Q. Where does Rita Thompson live? A. I told you if you go down 
that list I couldn't tell you where they live; the majority of them live in 
Burton, one of them lives in Beaufort and one lives between here and 


Yemassee. 


Q. All right, where does Margie Allen live again? A. Margie 


Allen? You didn't ask me where she lived, you asked me what kind of 
house she lived in. 
Q. All right, why don't you tell me what kind of house she lives 
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in and where that house is located? A. All I can tell a that that house 
is in Burton somewhere. 

Q. Where is it located? A. It is located in Burton, that's where 

it's located. Route 1, Burton. 

Q. You worked in Burton, didn't you? A. Pretty much, 

Q. Where did you stay while you were working in Burton? 

A. Well, you know, Route 1, Burton is a pretty big route, I had to go 
out there quite a few times, and it was a whole lot of driving, I know 
that much. | 

Q. Route 1, Burton? A. Route 1, Burton. 

Q. Tell me where this house is on Route 1, Burton? A. I 
couldn't tell you that; I could take you out there, I could take you out 
there and show you where it,is, but I can't tell you nest itis. I 
could take you out there. 

Q. Well, why can't you tell me where itis? A. I can't tell 
you where it is, I can take you out there, because it's been a long time 


since I've been out there. 


* * * 


CLARENCE LOFTIN | 
was called as a rebuttal witness by and on behalf of General Counsel, 
| 
and having been previously sworn, was examined and testified as 


follows: | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You have been here before, and you are 
still under oath. 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) State your name, please. 
A. Clarence Loftin. | 

Q. Are you the same Mr. Loftin who testified here previously? 
A. Yes. | 

Q. Mr. Loftin, do you know an employee at Garland Knitting 
Mills by the name of Freddie Wearrien? A. Yes. | 
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Q. Did you have occasion to sign Mr. Wearrien up for the 
union? A. Yes, I was in his house when he signed the card. 

Q. All right, sir, tell us what was said between you and Mr. 
Wearrien before he signed the card. A. Well, when I knocked on the 
door, he answered the door. He came and invited us in, that was 
Spurgeon Griggs and I, and I introduced myself, that I was Clarence 
Loftin, International representative of International Ladies' Garment 
Workers’ Union, and Sprugeon Griggs, also an organizer, so he asked 
us to have a seat, so we did, and I told him our business there was, we 
had an organizing campaign going on with Garland Knitting Mills, and 
we came by to see if he was interested in being organized, or helping 
to get a union established in the plant. 

Q. Was there anything else said between you and Mr. Wearrien 
on this occasion? A. No, that was the last thing I said to him, then 
Spurgeon took over from there. 

Q. During the time you were present, up to and including the 
time Mr. Wearrien had signed his card, was there any reference 
made to how many people at Garland had already signed cards? 

A. No, because we didn't know. 

Q. Was Mr. Wearrien told on this occasion that everybody but 

him had signed a card? A. No, he wasn't. , 


* * * sd * 


Court Room, Second Floor 
Marine Corps Air Station 
Beaufort, South Carolina 
Friday, April 7, 1967 


* * 
PROCEEDINGS 
* * * 


AUGUSTUS VAN SCHYNDEL 
was called as a witness by and on behalf of the Respondent and, being 


first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 
* * * me 


* 
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DIRECT EXAMINATION 
Q. (By Mr. Smith) Mr. Van Schyndel, are you employed at 
Garland Knitting Mills of Beaufort, South Carolina? A. Yes, Tam. 
Q. What is your position at Garland? A. Iam Personnel 
Manager. | 


Q. For how long have you been personnel TOTES at Garland? 


A. Since last May. : 

Q. As personnel manager, what are your duties? — A. [amin 
charge of hiring, firing, processing all personnel. I'm in | charge of 
training, promotions, transfers and my duties include employee 
publication, employee benefits - that is the putting into effect the 
employee benefit program. 

Q. Insofar as employee publications, is there a newspaper 
printed at Garland? A. Yes. 

Q. Is it printed under your direction? A. yes, j it is. 

Q. And for whose benefit is that paper? A. The employees. 

Q. What is it, a weekly, monthly or what? A. No, it is 
designed originally to come out every two months - the recent lay off 
sent that - and we intend to keep it on a two month basis, bimonthly. 

Q. When did you first come to Beaufort, South Carolina? 

A. The last week in April of last year. | 

Q. And did you remain here until you undertook personnel 

manager? A. No, I came down originally to spend a week preparing 
or to help to put out an employee newspaper down here. | That was 
my function up in Massachesetts with Garland. 

After spending a week here, I went back to Brockton, and I 
learned of the opportunity of a personnel manager here or a plant 
manager, so I volunteered to be the personnel manager down here. 

I could see that it was a promotion. | 


Q. Have you had any prior personnel experience? A. No. 
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Q. What were your duties at Garland in Brockton? A. Well, 
I was working in the advertising department, doing some public re- 
lations work some small advertising, but mostly concerned with the 
employee program there, getting together the Christmas party, for 
instance, arranging the summer picnic, editing and publishing the 
newspaper - that is, the employee newspaper there. I wrote the em- 
ployee handbook. When I first started on this, of course, there was no 
Personnel Department at Garland at all. 

Q. Prior to that time, what was your experience? A. Iwas 
self employed before I came to Garland. 

Q. When you came to Garland, were you aware of the union 
organizational campaign? A. When I came to Beaufort? 

Q. Imean when you came to Beaufort, yes, sir. A. Yes. 

Q. Did you participate in any way on behalf of the Company in 
that campaign? A. No, I did not. 

Q. Do you know a Mary Gregory? A. Yes. 

Q. Whois Mary Gregory? A. She was my first secretary. 

Q. How did you employ her? How did you come to employ her 


as your first secretary? A. Well, I knew I was going to need a 


secretary and I posted a notice on the bulletin board, asking for some- 
body from the shop. I preferred to hire somebody from inside, asking 
for somebody with secretarial experience, and Mary Gregory was the 
first one to respond to the notice on the bulletin board. 

She fold me she had experience, although she was working ona 
machine at a time - she told me she could not take shorthand, but 
could take speedwriting, she could type, file, etc., so TI mover her out 
of the machine shop, and made her my secretary. 

Q. Are you familiar with the termination of employment form 
in use at Garland Knitting Mills? A. Yes. 
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Q. Under what circumstances is that form used? A. When 
anybody terminates the company, when anybody leaves it. 

Q. Is it used with respect to lay offs of personnel? A. No, 
it is not. | 

Q. When such a form is filled out, what becomes of it? 

A. The form is placed into the employees folder that is withdrawn 
from the active file system, and it is put into the terminated em- 
ployees' file. | 

Q. Since May 1, 1966, who has had the duty of completing 
those termination of employment forms? A. Would you rephrase 
that? What do you mean by completing? | 

Q. Filling out and completing. A. Filling out the termination 
forms? | 

Q. Yes. A. Ido and my secretary. | 

Q. You say you do, and your secretary? A. Yes. 

Q. Does your secretary ever sign one or indicate reasons of 
termination? A. No, she usually puts the name of the person on the 
top of the form, and the date that the termination began, and I as 
out the bottom part of it and sign it. 

Q. Do you know a Julia Frazier? A. Yes. 

Q. Do you know a Dorothy Walker? A. Yes. 

Q. Did you ever have occasion to take any personnel action 


with respect to Julia Frazier? A. Yes. 
Q. Did you ever have any occasion to take any personnel action 

with respect to Dorothy Walker? A. Yes. | 
Q. With respect to Julia Frazier, what action aid you take? 

A. I terminated Julia Frazier. | 
Q. With respect to Dorothy Walker? What action did you take? 


A. I terminated Dorothy Walker, too. 
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Q. With respect to Julia Frazier, will you please state the 
circumstances leading to that termination? A. Well, Julia Frazier 
was on a maternity leave, and called me up on the phone, and as I 
remember the converSation--- 


Q. Do you remember about when she called you on the phone? 


A, This was in August, I believe. 


She called me up and told me, she said, "Mr. Van, I was in 
there to see about my job and the girl - I was forced to fill out an 
application form.” She said, "What is the story, am I supposed to do 
that?” 

And I said, "No. I'm sorry. You weren't supposed to do that, 
but your maternity leave isn't up yet, is it?" And it was determined 
between the two of us - I don't know exactly how - that her leave was 
up the following weekend. I think this was in the middle of the week 
that we were talking. So I realized I wouldn't be in the office Monday 
or Tuesday, so I said, "Wait until your maternity leave is up, and come 
and see me next Wednesday.” I believe I'm right on those days. That 
was all we talked about on the phone. 

She came in the following Wednesday, in the morning, I believe 
i was about 11:00 o’clock--- 

Q. Just a moment. In the interim, had you done anything with 
respect to that telephone call? A. Yes. Ihad found out what Julia 
Frazier was - I think she was a pinker, and naturally when I expect 
people back, I see if there are job openings, that we have positions 
cpen. 
£  Q. Did you find out or attempt to find out with respect to 
Julia Frazier? A. Yes. 

Q. Allright. Go ahead. A. Mrs. Frazier came in the 
following Wednesday, was ushered into my office. I immediately 
apologized again for the inconvenience she had suffered from filling 


out an application form. I said that was ridiculous. 
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And she said, "Do I get my machine back or don't 1" 
I said, "I'm sorry, Mrs. Frazier, but we don't have a machine 
for you." | 
She said, When I went on leave, I was promised = machine 
back as soon as my leave was over." She said, "You promised it to 
me." | 
And I said, "I'm sorry, but I didn't promise that. I can't promise 
anybody a job three months hence." I said, "What we do, if there is 
an opening, of course, you do come back, but at the present time we 


don't have any openings at all." 


And she said, "Well, if I haven't got a job, you are firing me." 


And I said, 'I am not firing you." 

She said, "Are you firing me because I'm with the Dnion, or 
because.."" - she made some reference to the union - because I was with 
the union or am with the union or something like that. And I insisted 
that I wasn't firing her. : 

And when she used the term I said, "This is your term, not 
mine." | 

At that point we both, I guess, were excited by the dispute which 
was developing. I stood up. I felt there was no more coe in con- 
tinuing the conversation. She insisted I was firing her because she 
was with the union. | 

So I went to the door, opened the door, suggesting that she leave, 
but she stood there, so I walked out of my office. When she left, I 
turned to my secretary and I said, "Terminate her." 

Q. Until that conversation, did she have a job at Garland of 
Beaufart? A. Yes, she was on the payroll all the time, 

Q. Were her benefits maintained at that time? A, Yes. 

Q. Was she receiving insurance? A. Yes. 
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Q. Did you ever state to Mrs. Julia Frazier, "You don't have 
a job here anymore?” A. No, I did not. 

Q. Did you ever state to Julia Frazier, "Well, you made a 
gamble. You tried to use the union as your bargaining agent and lost?" 
A. No. 

Q. Did you ever tell Julia Frazier, "Now, we don't need you 
anymore?” A, No. 

Q. Did you ever tell her that she and the union had cost people 
jobs? A. No. 

Q. Did you ever tell Julia Frazier that she and the union had 
caused lost work? A. No. 

Q. Did you ever tell her that all people that were for the union 
would be leaving and wouldn't come back for the same reason? A. No. 

Q. Did you ever tell her that you had done a lot for her race? 
A. No. 

Q. Did you discuss race at all during this time? A. No, I 
did not. 

Q. Did you mention union at all during that conversation? 

A. No, I did not. 
Q. Did you mention bargaining agent at all during that con- 


versation? A. No. 


Q. Did you mention other employees at all during that con- 
versation? A. No. 


Q. With respect to Dorothy Walker, please tell what the 


termination circumstances were with respect toher? A. Well, 
Dorothy Walker - the only contact I had with her was over the telephone, 
and it was shortly after this episode with Mrs. Frazier. 

Dorothy Walker called me on the phone. I knew she was on 
maternity leave, too. She opened up with a sentence something like, 
"My leave is' up on such and such a time - do I have my machine back?" 
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This was at a period where we were laying Sante | oe rather 
than taking them in, and I said, "No. I'm sorry. I'm afraid not right 
now." | 

And she said, "Am I being fired?" | 

And I said, "No." I believe she also used the phrase, "Are you 
not giving me the machine or are you firing me on account of the union?" 

I said, "No." I said, ‘As a matter of fact, your benefits are 
still applied. We are still covering insurance on you. You are still on 
the rolls, and as far as we are concerned--" But she insisted that 
because she was not getting her machine back, she was being fired, 
and she also brought in the reference to the union, “Are you firing me 
because I'm with the union." The terminology and language was very 
similar to Julia Frazier's. She began shouting it to me, and I lost 
patience with the woman, and I hung up on her. | 

I also went to my secretary after that and I cae ‘Terminate 
Dorothy Walker." 

Q. Allright. Right after that conversation was: Dorothy Walker's 
job available for her? A. No, it was not. | 


Q. Would it have been upon a machine being freed? A. Not as 


far as I was concerned. 

Q. Iam speaking about prior to the conversation? A. Oh, yes. 

Q. Was that during the time when the company ‘was undergoing 
lay offs? A. I believe it was. 

Q. And were her insurance benefits in effect " until that 
telephone conversation? A. Yes. | 

MR. SMITH: Nothing further. | 

CROSS EXAMINATION : 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Mr, Van Schyndel, at the time you 

applied for the job of personnel manager at Beaufort, there was an 


opening for that job? A. Yes. 
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Q. Did you make out termination of employment slips on 
Julia Frazier and Dorothy Walker? A. No. In rechecking the records, 
we don't have one on Dorothy Walker. One was made out on Julia 
Frazier. 
* * * 
REDIRECT EXAMINATION 
Q. (By Mr. Smith) 
x * * * * 
Q. Now, I will show you General Counsel's Exhibit No. 173 
and ask if you can explain that? A. You mean the Full Explanation 
of Separation? 
©. No. The full explanation of that form. We have all heard 
your testimony. A. All I can do is point out that this form is confusing 
to anyone. It confuses me. And in this particular case, discharged 
had nothing there to suggest a reason for the discharge - it didn't say 
any kind of dispute or anything - I didn't know what to say on the bottom. 
I thought perhaps I would be kind and say has other interest, so that if 
somebody in the future looked at it-- 


Q. Iwould like to know why the form says "Quit. Family reasons. 


Has other interests. Not interested in future with Company." A. I 
think it was an attempt on my part to be kind to the woman in the record. 
I frankly didn't know what to write on the bottom. 

Q. Mr. Van Schyndel, have you ever had any union experience of 
your own? A. Yes. 

Q. In what respect? A. I have been a member of three different 
unions. 

Q. Have you ever had an office in any union? A. Yes. 

Q. What was that office? A. First I was a recording secretary 
for the United Automobile Workers' Union, that I helped organize in 
1937 in Boston. I was also a shop steward in 1942 in Los Angeles. 
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| 
Q. And what is your prior personnel experience before coming 


to Beaufort, South Carolina. A. I didn't have any. 
* * * * 
SAM SHIRAH 
was recalled by General Counsel, and testified further as follows: 


DIRECT EXAMINATION 

@. (By Mr. Williamson) Are you Sam Shirah? A. Yes, Iam. 

Q. Mr. Shirah, during the organizing campaign here at Garland 
last year, did you have occasion to talk with an employee by the name 
of Frances Cottle? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. Did you get Mrs. Cottle to sign a union card? A I did. 

Q. What conversation, if any, did you have with Mrs. Cottle 
before she signed the card? A. We discussed the benefits of union, 
the health and welfare fund as well as other benefits of unionism and 
she was very worried about whether the company would see the card 
or not. | 

And I told her that that was a very remote possibility, and we 
talked for a long time. I don't remember everything that was said. 

Q. Now, sir, did you have any discussion with her on the subject 
of how many people had signed a card up to that time? A. No, I 
didn't. | 

Q. Did you ever tell her that the majority of her fellow em- 
ployees had already signed a union card? A. No, I did not. 

Q. Did you ever tell any employee that? A. No, I did not. 

* * * * | * 
ROBERT WHITT 

was recalled by General Counsel and testified further as' follows: 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You have appeared before in ‘ae hearing? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 
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TRIAL EXAMINER: You are still under oath. 


DIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Your name is Kopert Whitt? A. Yes. 

Q. W-h-i-t-t? <A. Yes. 

Q. Mr. Whitt, directing your attention to the union campaign at 
Garland, the first part of last year, did you have occasion to talk with 
an employee by the name of Clara Jones? A. Clara Jones? 

Yes. A. Yes, sir. 

Did you talk with her about signing a card? <A. Yes. 

And did you obtain her signature ona card? A. Yes. 

Tell us what conversation, if any, with Miss Jones you had 
prior to her signing a card? A. Well, I went to her home and she 
came to the door and I asked her name, to be sure I was talking to the 


right person, and then introduced myself and told her who I was 


representing, and asked her if she knew about the campaign that we 
were having. And she said, Yes.” 

And I, of course, told her the benefits of the union and asked her 
if she would want to sign a card, that we would need a majority of the 
people in order to get a union. 

And she signed a card. 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) All right, sir. 

Did you ever tell Mrs. Jones anything of the nature of, "Some- 
thing might happen to her if the union got in and she did not signa 
card?" A. No, sir. Inever did tell her, nor ever told anyone 
that. 

Q. Did you tell her, the majority of her fellow employees had 
already signeda card? A. No, I did not. 

Q. Did you ever tell anyone that? A. No. 


* * * * 
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BRENDA HOOVER 
was recalled by General Counsel and further testified as follows: 
* * * ad | * 
DIRECT EXAMINATION | 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) You are Mrs. Brenda aoe 
A. Yes. | 

Q. Mrs. Hoover, I show you a card marked General Counsel's 
Exhibit No. 62. | 

Were you present when Catherine Smalls signed that card? 

A. Yes, I was. : 

Q. Can you tell us the circumstances under which this happened? 
A. Iwas riding with Mr. Riddle-- | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: With whom? : 

THE WITNESS: Jesse Riddle. And just before we had gotten to 
her house, there was a huge dog that came out and just about bit us, 
and so when we got to her house, he said, "You just sit right here." 
We just pulled up at her porch, and he said, “You just sit here and I 
will get out, in the event that it is happening again." And so he got out, 
and she came out on the porch. | 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) And what occurred at that time? 

A. Well, he talked to her and she said she had already signed a card. 
And he said that we didn't have a record of it, could she sign another 


one, and she said, "Yes." And there was a little wash sis there, and 
she signed it and gave it back to him. 
Q. The Jesse Riddle that you referred to, is that an official of 


the union? A. Yes, he is ov: of North Carolina. 
MR. WILLIAMSON: Nothing further. | 
CROSS EXAMINATION : 
@. (By Mr. Smith) How big was this dog? A. How big? 
Q. Yes. A. Just about that big and he was black. 
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Q. And you stayed in the car? A. This was just before. It 
was just up the road, and this dog come bounding out from under the 
house, and I went around in back of the car. 

Q. ‘You stayed in the car while this dog was around? A. You 
bet your life I did. 

Q. And Mr. Riddle talked to Mrs. Small up on the porch? 

A. Yes. Well, he was standing near the car also. You see, the car 
was pulled right up at the porce, and it wasn't very high, and she was 
standing on the edge of the porch, and he was just at the steps. 

And this was in February? A. It was ona Sunday. 

In February of 1966? A. Yes. 

Mrs. Smalls was stillon her porch? A. Yes. 

And you are sure it was on a Sunday in February 1966? 


A. Yes, it was on Sunday. 


Q. Why didn't Mr. Riddle put his name on the card? A. That 
was just neglect. When he handed the card to me, he said I witnessed 
it, and I witnessed it, and he just put his initials on it. It was just 


neglect. 
Q. He can write, can'the? A. Yes, sir, he can. 
MR. SMITH: All right. Nothing further. 
* * * * 
REBECCA FRAZIER 
was recalled by the General Counsel and further testified as follows: 
TRIAL EXAMINER: You were on the stand before, I believe. 
THE WITNESS: Yes. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: And you know that the oath is still binding on 
your testimony at this time? 
THE WITNESS: Yes. 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 
Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Mrs. Frazier, are you acquainted with 
a Garland employee by the name of June Inabinett? A. Yes, Iam. 
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Q. Did you have occasion to get Miss Inabinett to sign a union 
card during the campaign there last year? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Did Mrs. Inabinett ever try to get that card back from you? 
A. No, sir. | 

MR. WILLIAMSON: Nothing further. 

CROSS EXAMINATION 


Q. (By Mr. Smith) You are the same Rebecca Frazier that 
testified earlier? A. Yes, Iam, sir. | 
MR. SMITH: Nothing further. 
MR. ZEIGLER: Just a moment. No questions. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: You may step down. 
(Witness excused.) | 
MR. WILLIAMSON: I call Mrs. Dorene Crumley. 
DORENE CRUMLEY | 
was called by General Counsel and testified further as follows: 
TRIAL EXAMINER: You are the same Dorene Crumley that 


appeared in this hearing before, I believe? 
THE WITNESS: Yes. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: The oath is still binding. 


DIRECT EXAMINATION 


(By Mr. Williamson) Mrs. Crumley, I show you Ieanondontes 
Exhibit No. 26, which purports to be a work record of yours covering 
a period of time approximately between May 30 and September 7 of 
last year, and I direct your attention to the week July’ 11 through 
July 15, which has an "A" marked in the box for each day, indicating 
an absence, and ask, if you would, please, ma'am, to explain the 


absences there noted. A. Yes. Our vacation was the week directly 


before this and I asked Mr. Van Schyndel for permission to take an 


extra week off to take a trip home. 
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Was that permission granted? A. Yes, it was. 
And where is your home? A. In Portland, Oregon. 
Where? A. Portland, Oregon. 
I direct your attention to the date August 15, on Respondent's 
Exhibit No. 26, and ask if you can explain that absence shown there? 
A. Iwas sick that day. 
MR. WILLIAMSON: Nothing further. 
MR. SMITH: Nothing. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Thank you. You may step down. 
(Witness excused.) 
MR. WILLIAMSON: I call Mrs. Evelyn Houston. 


EVELYN HOUSTON 


was recalled by General Counsel and testified further as follows: 

TRIAL EXAMINER: You are the same Evelyn Houston who has 
appeared before in this hearing? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: The oath that you took at that time is still 
binding on you. 


DIRECT EXAMINATION 


Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Mrs. Houston, do you have a sister by 
the name of Emily Ferguson? A. Yes, I do. 

Q. Has Mrs. Ferguson ever worked for Garland Knitting Mills? 
A. Yes, she did. 

Q. When did she go to work there? A. It was some time after 
the election. I don't know just what day. 

Q. How long did she work there? A. To my knowledge, about 
six weeks. 


Q. Do you know approximately when she left there? A. I think 


it was in June, I guess. 
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Q. Do you know whether or not she left of her own accord, or 
was she laid off or terminated. A. She was laid off. She told me. 

MR, WILLIAMSON: Nothing further. | 

MR. SMITH: Nothing further. : 


TRIAL EXAMINER: You may step down. Thank you. 
MR. WILLIAMSON: Mrs. Dorothy Walker. | 
(Witness excused.) | 


DOROTHY WALKER 


was recalled by General Counsel and further testified as follows: 
TRIAL EXAMINER: You are Mrs. Dorothy Walker and you were 
on the witness stand before, I believe. | 
THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. | 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Are you aware that the oath you took then is 
still binding on you? 


THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 


DIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Mrs. Walker, directing your attention 
to the period of time when you left Garland Mills-- A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Did you ever have occasion to be in Mr. Van Schyndel's 
office? A. Yes, sir. I was talking to Mr. Bernat at one time. 
That's the only time I've been in it. 

Q. Do you remember when you were calling about ae to get 
your job back? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. At the time you were calling, trying to get your job back, 
did you have occasion to be in Mr. Van Schyndel's office? A. No, sir. 
I've never been back to the office. 


* * * 


Conference Room ! 

Old Arsenal Building 
Beaufort, South Carolina 
Thursday, September 14, 1967 
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PROCEEDINGS 


TRIAL EXAMINER PAUL E. WEIL: The Hearing will be in 
order. 

This is a resumption of the Hearing in the matter of Garland 
Knitting Mills of Beaufort, South Carolina, Incorporated, and Inter- 
national Ladies’ Garment Workers' Union, AFL-CIO, Docket Nos. 
11-CA-3067, 3148, and 3188. 

I don't believe any opening statement is necessary, SO you may 
proceed. 

* e * 
AUGUSTUS VAN SCHYNDEL 
was recalled by and on behalf of General Counsel, and having been 


previously sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 


TRIAL EXAMINER: Mr. Van Schyndel, you have been previously 
sworn in this matter and your oath is operative to this testimony. 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Will you state your name for the record? 
A. Augustus Van Schyndel. 

Q. Where do you presently reside, Mr. Schyndel? A. I live 
in Atlanta. 

Q. Are you the same Mr. Van Schyndel that has earlier testified 
at this proceeding? A. Yes. 

Q. Are you the Mr. Van Schyndel who at one time was the 
Personnel Manager for the Beaufort plant here in Beaufort? <A. Yes. 

Q. Are you presently employed by the Respondent? A, Iam 
not. 

Q. When did you leave there? A. I was terminated on July 28. 

Q. At the time of your termination, you were as I understand it 
Personnel Manager. Had you ever held any other job with the Respon- 
dent? A. Yes, I worked in the Advertising Department. 
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Q. Where approximately was the location of that?) A. That 


was in Massachusetts. 


Q. At the Rockland plant? A. Yes. | 

Q. When did you first go to work for them? A. in August of 
1964. | 

Q. Directing your attention to the year 1966, did you have 
occasion to come to Beaufort, South Carolina, in connection with your 
job at anytime during that period? A. Yes. I first came the last 
week in April. | 

Q. Of 1966? A. 1966. 

Q. And what was the occasion of your coming down here the 


last week in April? A. I came down here to spend a week in connec- 
tion with the company newspaper. : 

MR. SMITH: Your Honor, please, I object to the testimony of 
this witness. He has been recalled and the matters have already been 
testified to. The testimony is in the record. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: It is preliminary. I will permit it. 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) What was the purpose of your trip in 
April, '66? A. To set up a company newspaper down here and to 


organize an editorial staff. | 


Q. How long did you stay on that first occasion? A. I stayed 
from Tuesday through Friday. | 
Q. During the time you were here on that occasion, did you have 


occasion to speak with or talk with the company officials and their 


supervisors? A. Yes, ona lot of occasions. | 
Q. Can you tell us who these people were? A. Well, there was 
Edward Bernat, Frances Waithe, Arnold Kublin. These were the people, 
primarily, I was in association with. | 
Q. Could you describe the occasions that you had conversations 
with these people you have named? A. Well, they were over the 
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breakfast table where we were all staying at there - at the motel. We 


were gathered together and we would usually have lunch together and 


in the evening. The restaurant is ten miles out of the town, and spend 
the evening together. 

Q. Where would you normally have breakfast? A. Normally at 
the Sea Island Hotel. And then occasionally we had breakfast at the 
Lobster House. 

Q. During the time you were eating with these people, did the 
subject of the union ever come up during any conversation? A. That 
was about the only subject we discussed. 

Q. Iwant to direct your attention to Mr. Edward Bernat. Can 
you remember anything he said concerning the subject of the union 
during these conversations? A. All of his remarks about the union and 
the people associated with that organization, you mean specifically what 
did he say about them? 

Q. Yes. A. Well, he would make references to people. It first 
came to my knowledge people like Rebecca Frazier, Julia Frazier, 
Dorothy Walker, Doreen Crumley. These are the names I first heard in 
those conversations. I remember the tone of the remarks was quote 
"Fuck’'em. Let them starve. Let their kids starve too. The bastards. 
We will get these bastards.” Words along that line. Variations along 
the same theme. 

Q. Was'Mr. Kublin present during any of these meetings? 

A. Yes. He was present at practically all of them - at breakfast, 
dinner, and lunch. He would say substantially the same thing with re- 
ference to these people who were prominent unionists. 

* * * * * 

Q. Do you remember about what date it was that you arrived in 
Beaufort? A. That was about May 3 or 4. Anyway, it was the 
Wednesday of the first week in May. 
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Q. Upon your return to Beaufort, did you have occasion again to 
be eating breakfast, dinner, or lunch with the other company officials ? 
A. Yes. Since we were all still living in motels, I was still having 
breakfast with them, and usually supper with them at the econ: 

Q. How long did this motel living situation keep up as far as you 
personally were concerned? A. It lasted two more weeks. | 

Q. During this particular interval after you returned to Beaufort 
as Personnel Manager until you obtained other arrangements ‘as far as 
living accommodations were concerned during the time you were eating 
with these gentlemen, was the union again discussed? A. Yes. 

Q. Do you remember any remarks that were made on that occa- 
sion by Mr. Bernat? A. They were variations of the same sentiment. 
We still get these bastards. Let them starve. Let them pick tomatoes 
and see how they like that. | 

Q. Do you remember who, if anyone, was present when the "picking 
tomatoes" remark was made? A. The same three, but in the second 
week, with the addition of Marvin Levin who was also down here, also 
living in the motel, and also with us at these breakfasts out there dur- 
ing these discussions. | 

Q. Do you remember the election on May 18, 1966? A. Yes. 

Q. Let me ask you this. During your conversations prior —on 
any occasions prior to the election on May 13 — involving Mr. Bernat, 
Mr. Kublin, Mr. Levin, or any company official, did any of these com- 


pany officials ever express their doubt as to the union's having signed 


a majority of the people at the plant ? 
MR. SMITH: Objection. Leading the witness. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. | 
THE WITNESS: At no time did I ever hear any question about 
whether they had a majority signed up. 
. (By Mr. Williamson) Directing your attention to the period 
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of time after the election, did Mr. Kublin have occasion to be present 


at the Beaufort plant during the approximate one month period? 
A. Yes. 
Q. How often would he be there? A. Directly after the election, 


he came in, I would say, about once a week, once every two weeks. It 
varied. 

Q. During these occasions when he would come in, did you have 
occasion to have any discussions with him about the union problem at 
the plant? A. Yes. The union problem was still very much an issue 
with Mr. Kublin. He gave me lectures about keeping an eye on those 
people who were prominent in the union especially Rebecca Frazier 
and Dorothy Walker and Doreen Crumley. These names were becoming 
commonly repeated. I remember one time he started off by saying. 
"We are a union busting company and let it be known that we are a union 
busting company. We don't like unions and we don't care who knows 
it.” He was prone to making those kind of speeches. 

Q. You mentioned Walker and Frazier. Were they employees 
of the company? A. Yes. 

Q. Did you ever have occasion to receive any instructions from 
Mr. Kublin concerning their status at the company? A. Yes. I was 
told by them that they were both - that the two, Julia Frazier and 
Dorothy Walker, was told they were pregnant and were going on maternity 
leave and don't forget. I remember specifically saying, "There's no law 
that we have to take them back after maternity leave." 

Q. Who was telling you this? A. Iwas told the same thing by 
both, Arnold Kublin and Mr. Bernat. 

Q. Was this done in person or over the phone? A. Both ways. 
It was done over the phone - Mr. Bernat told me over the phone and 
Arnold Kublin told me personally. 

Q. Asa result of one of these gentlemen telling you this, what 
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action did you take as to Frazier or this other girl? A. When they 


were ready to come back to work, both of them got in touch with me. 
I knew that I could not take them back. I had to make it sound plausible 
so I put it on the basis that we had no machine for them. 

Q. Let me ask you this, Mr. Van Schyndel. During the time you 
were Personnel Manager at the Beaufort plant, what was the practice 
when a woman would return from pregnancy? What would she do with 
reference to returning to the company? What role would you play? 

A. In every other case when a woman come in and let me know she was 
ready to return for work when her maternity leave was up, usually I 
would have them come into my office and I would ask them how the 
children were and how they felt and whether they had a physician's 
release saying they were able to return to work - physically able. Then 
I would make arrangements to see that they were put back on the payroll. 

Q. During the period of time that you were Personnel Manager 
at the Beaufort plant, other then Dorothy Walker and Julia Frazier, 
were there ever any other employees who were refused rehire after 
their pregnancy leave? A. Not to my knowledge. : 

Q. Do you know any party by the name of Mary Gregory? 

A. Yes. She was my first secretary. " 

Q. Did you ever have occasion to have a conversation with Mr. 
Edward Bernat concerning her? <A. Yes. In about June. 

Q. Of what year? A. Of last year. Mary Gregory was my 
secretary. Edward Bernat came into my office. Mary Gregory was 
either on coffee break or out to lunch at the time. Edward said, "I 
don't like the idea of Mary Gregory being your secretary. I have seen 
Doreen Crumley sitting out there more than once talking with her. 

I don't think it is wise to have her. After all, she is very close. She 
has access to all of your personnel files and I don't think it is a very 
wise choice." I recognized this was scolding and shortly thereafter, 


| 
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I made arrangements to transfer Mary Gregory to the front office in 
exchange for Mrs. Pat Capps, who I was convinced would make a more 
efficient secretary. Anyway, the transfer was made rartly to placate 
Edward's displeasure. 

Q. Now, Mr. Van Schyndel, do you know of an employee by the 
name of Evelyn Houston during the summer of 1966? A. Yes. 

Q. Did you ever have occasion during that time to issue her a 
warning, to Mrs. Houston? A. Yes. She was the only one I ever gave 
a warning to. 

Q. Can you tell us the circumstances of this? A. Yes. I 
received a telephone call from Arnold Kublin. He said that Evelyn 
Houston was going around telling people that her sister, Emily Ferguson, 
wasn’t given any reason when she was fired. He said, "I want you to call 
Evelyn Houston in your office, but prepare a written complaint against 
her citing the company rules that is in the back of our employee booklet - 
I forget the number, but it has to do with the spreading of false rumors in 
the company. I want you to put that in writing, have her in your office, 
point out that she was guilty of a violation of this rule, and give her a 
copy of this warning. Put the other copy in her employee file so that the 
next time we have occasion to discipline her or scold her, we can even let 
her go because we have already warned her once and we would have proof 
of it in the file." This is the only time I ever used that. 

Q. How did Mr. Kublin contact you about this matter? A. He 
called me on the phone. 

Q. Where was he when he called you? A. He never says where 


he is, but I assume that he is calling from Brockton. 


Q. Other than Evelyn Houston having had this warning put in her 


file, was there ever any other employee who had a warning put in their 
file during the time that you were Personnel Manager at Beaufort? 
A. No. She is the only one who had a letter warning. 
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Q. Now, Mr. Van Schyndel, did you ever have occasion to get 
any instructions from Mr. Kublin about Doreen Crumley or Alice Ebbs, 
Rebecca Frazier and Evelyn Houston? A. Yes. In iate August. 

Q. Of what year? A. 1966. I got another phone call from 
Arnold. Most of my instructions were by phone. He told me to terminate 
those four people, Rebecca Frazier, Doreen Crumley, Alice Ebbs, and 
Evelyn Houston. I objected and asked on what basis. What can I use. 
He said, "Use anything. You can think of something, but i just talked 
with Edward.’ I said, "Gee, I don't think that's wise. Let me talk to 
Edward. Let me explain to Edward. I think I have a better plan to get 
rid of these people." He agreed to not order me immediately until he 
heard from Edward. He said, "Let me get this letter out to Edward. 

I will be writing it today and get it in the mail today = propose better 
strategy." 

Q. Allright, sir. After you had that conversation with Mr. 
Kublin, did you write any letter? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. . Van Schyndel, I show you a document which I have had 


marked for identification as General Counsel's No. 174 and ask you if 


you can identify that document for us? 


(The above etorredk to document 
was marked General Counsel's 
Exhibit No. 174 for identification.) 


THE WITNESS: This is the letter that I typed that day. 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Did I understand you to say that you 
typed this letter? A. Yes, I did. | 

Q. Where did you type it? A. In my office. 

Q. At the Beaufort plant? <A. Yes. 

Q. After you typed the letter there in your office, what did you 
do with it? A. I sent the original, of course, in the mail. 

Q. Tell His Honor how you went about doing that, step by step. 
A. The description is essentially the same thing. Typed the letter, 
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put it in an envelope and sealed it. Usually the letters that I mailed 
I would give to my secretary in the front office who would in turn would 
have it stamped in the mailing room and put it in the cubby hole in the 
front office. Then at 5:00 o'clock when all of them are going home, one 
of them is always going by the Post Office. 

Q. Is this your usual way of handling correspondence with the 
Brockton people? A. Yes. This was our procedure sending letters. 

Q. To whom did you address the letter? A. Edward Bernat. 

Q. And did Mr. Bernat ever acknowledge the receipt of that 
letter to you? A. Yes. He called me up two or three days later. He 
said, "Van, I read the letter and you have the right idea. I think you 
have got the situation well in hand there. I think that's the best way to 
work it." These were not exactly his words, but substantially the way 
he put it. 


Q. Do you remember anything else that he said on this occasion? 
A. No, I don’t. Not off hand. 
Q. About how long after you wrote the letter did you receive this 


phone call from Mr. Bernat? A. Two or three days later. 

MR. WILLIAMSON: At this time, General Counsel will offer into 
evidence General Counsel's Exhibit No. 174, being a letter written from 
the witness, Mr. Van Schyndel, to Respondent's President. 

MR. SMITH: May I have a moment or two on Voir Dire? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Yes. 

VOIR DIRE 


Q. (By Mr. Smith) Mr. Van Schyndel, you say you typed this letter 
yourself? A. Yes. 

Q. Who was your secretary at the time? A. Pat Capps. 

Q. ‘You indicated that she was a more efficient secretary than the 


prior one youhad. A. Yes. 
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Q. Does the company have stationery, letterhead stationery? 


A. Yes. 

Q. Does Garland Knitting Mills of Beaufort, South Carolina, have 
stationery? Letterhead stationery? A. Yes. 

MR. SMITH: I have nothing further. No objections. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: The Exhibit will be received. 


(The above referred 
document, marked General 
Counsel's Exhibit No. 174 
for identification, was 
received.) | 


FURTHER DIRECT EXAMINATION | 

| 
Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Did you also have at other times 
| 


stationery in the office at the Beaufort plant? A. Yes. 
Q. Now, Mr. Van Schyndel, there has been previous testimony 


in the previous sessions of the Hearing concerning a lay-off that took 
place at the Beaufort plant on or about September 9, 1966. I want to 
ask you, sir, when did you first hear personally about such a lay-off? 
A. On the morning of that same day. We terminated those people 
September 9, I believe it was. | 

Q. Could you describe how you heard about it? A Well, it was 
on a three way conversation, three way hook-up on with Marvin 
Levin, Arnold Kublin, at Brockton, and myself. | 

Q. All right, sir. Now, directing your attention to Mr. Kublin on 
this three way conversation, what did Mr. Kublin have to Say on this 
occasion? A. He said, "You are going to have to let some people go 
today. Make up a list of about 25 or 30. Make sure you include Rebecca 
Frazier, Doreen Crumley, Alice Ebbs, and Evelyn Houston. Make up a 
list of about 25 or 30 and let them go today. Terminate them. We are 
going to have to cut back our work force anyway." 

Q. Do you remember anything else that he a on this occasion? 
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A. He said, "I think we are going to have to let some more go in a week 
or two besides, but terminate these people today." 

Q. Allright. Was anything said about the possibility of recall of 
those terminated on September 9? A. No. This was their termination. 

Q. Asa result of the phone conversation between yourself and 
Mr. Kublin and'/Mr. Levin, was any action taken that day at the plant? 

A. Yes, we made up a list. I sat down with Marvin Levin and Anita 
Webster. 

Q. Who as Anita Webster? A. She was the head supervisor. 

Q. The same Webster who has previously testified? A. Yes. 

Q. Describe for His Honor, if you will, how you went about 
selecting the people for the lay-off here on September 9? A. They 
were gathered in a group. Whitney Black brought what we had - a black 
covered loose leaf binder three rings which was our record of production 
of employees. Each page is devoted to an employee, made out like a 
calendar - blocks for each day. By looking at this book, we can see the 
productivity of a person, whether they were absent certain days. In 
other words, it gives us a pretty good comprehensive picture of each 
employee in this three ring binder. 

We considered first of all the back of the shop. We worked from the 
back considering the people we had working there. I would list names of 
those who could be dispensed with. Who most easily we could work 
without. As we got to those sections involving Rebecca Frazier and 
Doreen Crumley, I put those names in that area. 

What we'were trying to do is cut down the total work force by 


distributing the cutting down by removing one or two from each category. 


In other words, without taking people off one occupation - taking a few 
from each occupation. 

Q. Directing your attention to Doreen Crumley, Alice Ebbs, 
Rebecca Frazier, and Evelyn Houston. Evelyn Houston, during this 
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discussion with Marvin Levin, when they were put on the lay-off list, 
was there any discussion between whoever and you concerning their 
production? A. No. This was anorder. They had to be on that list. 
We couldn't even consider their value. | 

Q. Was there any discussion concerning their attendance record? 
A. No. It was just noticed as we looked at their page that they did have 
a good attendance record. : 

Q. Was there any discussion concerning the attitude of these 
four employees toward their job? A. No. | 

MR. WILLIAMSON: Your Honor, it has come to my attention, 
well, --- 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Mr. Van Schyndel, I show you a docu- 
ment labeled General Counsel's Exhibit No. 174 and ask you is that the 
carbon of the letter that you typed? A. Yes. | 

MR, WILLIAMSON: All right, sir. General Counsel will seek 
permission to substitute G. C.'s 174 carbon for one of the Zerox 
copies. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Why? | 

MR, WILLIAMSON: Well, it is a little bit closer to the original. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I can see you are going the other way. I 


would prefer to keep the copy we have rather than the carbon since they 


are much less liable to smear off. 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) With reference to General Counsel's 
Exhibit No. 174, Mr. Van Schyndel, directing your attention to the first 
page of the Exhibit, do you know who put the vertical lines on the side 
of the page? A. I did. | 

Q. And when did you do that? A. Whenl showed my copy to 
either Mr. Handler or Mr. Yost of the National Labor Board 
just to direct their attention to those areas. 

Q. Directing your attention to page two of General Counsel's 
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Exhibit No. 174, can you tell us who put the lines around the text? 
A. I did. 

Q. On what occasion did you do this? A. At the same time. 
I did on the first occasion. 

Q. Mr. Van Schyndel, I show you a document which I had marked 
for identification as General Counsel's Exhibit No. 175 and ask you, sir, 
if you can identify that document for us? 


(General Counsel's Exhibit 
No. 175, above referred, was 
marked for identification.) 


THE WITNESS: Yes. That's from my own personal files. A 
copy of the letter I sent to Edward and Arnold. 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Who are Edward and Arnold? 
A. Edward Bernat and Arnold Kublin. 

Q. On the first page of General Counsel's Exhibit No. 175, can 
you tell us who put the line around the middle of the page? A. I did 
just to direct attention to that section. 


Q. On what occasion did you put the line around that paragraph? 


A. Sometime since when I spoke to Mr. Yost. 

Q. Whois Mr. Yost? A. From the National Labor Relations 
Board. 

MR. WILLIAMSON: Could we get off the record? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

TRIAL EXAMINER: On the record. 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Mr. Van Schyndel, directing your attention 
again to General Counsel's Exhibit No. 175, did you type that document? 
A. I did. 

Q. Where was this done? A. In my office. 

Q. What did you do with the document after you typed it? 

A. I put this copy in my file and folded the other and posted it in an 
envelope and sent it to Arnold Kublin. 
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Q. To whom did you address the envelope? A. Arnold Kublin. 

Q. After you made out the envelope and addressed, what did you 
do with it then? A. I gave it to my secretary to be mailed in the usual 
way, put in out in the cubby hole in the front office. : 

Q. Did you ever have any conversation with Mr. Edward Bernat 
concerning General Counsel's Exhibit No. 175? | 

MR, SMITH: I object to the question with respect to it. If I'm 
not mistaken, it is not General Counsel's Exhibit No. 175. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: It is not here for identification. 

MR. WILLIAMSON: I'm shortening this thing. 

THE WITNESS: I beg your pardon. | 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Did you ever have any conversation 
with-- 

MR. SMITH: I object. 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Did you ever have any conversation with 
Mr. Edward Bernat concerning the document which has been marked as 
General Counsel's Exhibit No. 175 for identification? A. No. 

MR. SMITH: Objection. The Exhibit itself is not in evidence. 
Until it becomes so, it does not have anything to do with it. It would be 
quite irrelevant. ! 

MR. WILLIAMSON: Your Honor, the testimony -- | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Whether there was a conversation relating 
to it may or may not be relevant since we don't know what 175 is. It 
has nothing to do with the context, the answer to this question. T think 
your objection may be one question premature. Answer yes or no. 

THE WITNESS: No. I don't remember getting a response to it. 


Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Did you ever receive any acknowledg- 
ment or receipt of that letter from Mr. Arnold Kublin? ‘A. No. 


* * * 
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CROSS EXAMINATION 
Q. (By Mr. Smith) Mr. Van Schyndel, you say you are now living 


in Atlanta, Georgia? A. Yes. 

Q. What is your address in Atlanta? <A. 2745 North Druid Hills, 
North. 

x * * * * 

Q. You were terminated, weren't you, on July 27? A. July 28. 

Q. That was a Friday? A. Yes. 

Q. Was that a discharge, or what was the circumstances of that? 
A. I took it as a discharge. 

Q. About what time of day did that occur? A. Mr. Kublin called 
me. It was at home at the time. He called me about 4:00 o'clock and 
told me that he had a phone call from Edward Bernat instructing him to 
terminate me. 

Q. When I believe you immediately went on down to Atlanta, Georgia? 
A. No, I did not. 

Q. When did you go to Atlanta? A. About two weeks later. 

Q. Did you speak with Mr. Zeigler following that discharge? 

A. Yes. 

Q. And when did you speak with Mr. Zeigler? A. Following 
the discharge? 

Q. Yes. A. The next day. 

Q. And where was that? A. In Charleston. 

Q. Did you call him to come to Charleston, or how did you 
arrange this meeting? A. The previous Tuesday while I was still work- 
ing with Garland, I had talked to Alice Ebbs and then Mr. Morand on the 
phone. He called me. Then I received a call from Mr. Zeigler making 
arrangements to meet him in Charleston the following Saturday. 

As it happened, the following Saturday was the day following my 
discharge. 
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Q. Let me show you this file folder, Mr. Van Schyndel, which 
has a number of letter in it and bears the name, "A. van Schyndel, 
C.C." on the side. Would you take a look at that, please, sir? A. Yes. 
Q. Is that your file folder, one of the ones you had while at 
Beaufort? A. One of them. | 
Q. How many did you have? A. A number of them. 
Q. Would you look at that and see if there's a copy of a letter 
dated August 24, or a copy of a letter dated September 15 in there? 
A. This is not that file which had my onion skin copies of correspondence. 
Q. Could that file be in the files of Garland Knitting Mills of 
Beaufort, South Carolina? A. No. | 
Q. It would not? A. No. | 
Q. And I believe you testified - I'm looking at General Counsel's 
Exhibit No. 174 that you yourself typed this. A. Yes. | 
You yourself mailed it? A. Yes. 
Or had it mailed? A. I had it mailed. 
On the date that is set forth here? A. Yes. : 


Mr. Van Schyndel, at this time I show youa packet of papers 


which I have marked as Respondent's Exhibit 31 and ask if these are 
copies or examples of the correspondence in use by Garland Knitting 

| 
Mills of Beaufort, South Carolina, at the time you were émployed there? 


(The above referred to document 
was marked Respondent's Exhibit 
No. 31 for identification.) 


| 
THE WITNESS: These copies aren't used. Nobody has ever 


| 
gottenin the habit of using them. These are regular forms. This is 


onion skin. 
Q. (By Mr. Smith) All of these were corresponding papers or 


notes or memos customarily used at Garland Knitting Mills? 
A. The top one is not customarily used. The rest are. | 
Q. But it is on hand for use however? A. Yes. | 

| 
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MR. SMITH: If your Honor please, I will offer these in evidence 
as examples of the correspondence, and direct those generally towards 
the impeachment of the witness. 

MR. WILLIAMSON: Could we get that Exhibit numbered? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I think it would be wise to give them 
separate numbers in view of the witness's distinction. 

MR. SMITH: Respondent's 31, 32, 33. Starting with 31 which is 
on top and going down. 

MR. WILLIAMSON: The top is 31. 

MR. SMITH: And then No. 32, 33. Respondent's Exhibit 34, 
Respondent's Exhibit 35, Respondent's Exhibit 36, Respondent's 
Exhibit 37, Respondent’s Exhibit 38. 


(The above referred to documents, 


formerly identified as Respondent's 
Exhibit 31, were re-marked 
Respondent's Exhibits Nos. 31 

thru 38 for identification.) 


I offer Respondent's 31 through 38 being marked in evidence 
being the same packet as was shown to the witness before hand. 
* * * * * 
TRIAL EXAMINER: ***** 
As it stands now, I will receive them. 


(The documents above-referred 
to were marked and received 
as Respondent's Exhibits Nos. 
31 thru 38.) 


Q. (By Mr. Smith) Mr. Van Schyndel, I believe you stated 
that from a later week in April you were down here. What day did you 


come down that later week in April? A. I think it was April 25. 
Q. April 25? 19667 A. Yes. 
Q. You stayed that week? A. Yes. 
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Q. When did you go back to Brockton or Boston, Massachusetts? 
A. Friday afternoon of that week. : 
Q. Friday afternoon of the same week? A. Yes. | 
Q. During that time, you lunched, breakfasted, and dined 
with Mr. Kublin and Mr. Bernat and with Frances Waithe? A. Yes. 
Q. You don't know whether she is married or single? 


A. Inever answered that question. 


Q. You don't know, or do you know? A. Idon't know. 
Q. She was present during all of this time while these con- 
| 


versations that you were talking about were going on? A. I beg 


your pardon. | 

Q. She was present during these conversations, these break- 
fast, lunch, and dinners conversations while they were going on? 
A. Yes. : 

Q. From the very start, there was talk about getting rid of 
Rebecca Frazier and Julia Walker and Doreen Crumley | and Evelyn 
Houston and Julia Frazier and Dorothy Walker. You said that is 
correct? A. These names were brought up. | 

Q. These names were brought up along with others? A. Yes. 

Q. That was from the very beginning? A. Yes. 

Q. Then you came back as Personnel Manager. You found 
this out before you became Personnel Manager? A. I found what 


out? 
Q. These discussions about these names before you volunteered 
to become Personnel Manager? A. Yes. : 


Q. And then you became Personnel Manager? A. Yes. Iasked 
for Plant Manager. : 

Q. What day did you come to Beaufort as Plant Manager? 
A. It was Wednesday. About the second week, I arrived in Beaufort. 

Q. That was in May? A. That was in May. May 3 or 4, 
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Q. Did you participate at any time in anyway during the election 
campaigning? A. No. 

Q. Youjust sat and waited? A. I went 2bout my own work. 

Q. And what was your own work at that time? A. Setting up 
a newspaper. To have the office filled. I needed an office. Posting 


a notice describing the function of a Personnel Office. I put a notice 


on the board asking for somebody who may have had experience to 
see me. In other words, the setting up of the office I staffed. 

Q. The notice you sent out with respect to a secretary, your 
experiences were what? A. Mary Gregory answered it. 

Q. Answered the notice? A. Yes. 

©. You employed her as your Personnel secretary? <A. Yes. 

Q. You'went along with this knowledge. You said these people 
were ordered to be discharged. That didn't bother you. 

MR. WILLIAMSON: Objection. Whether it bothered him or 
not -- 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) Go ahead, please. _A. What's the. question. 

Q. You went along the knowledge that these seven people were 
to be discharged. A. No, not quite. I felt that that was the result of 
the battle atmosphere that existed. The antagonisms that were 
generated in the period just prior to the election. I didn't take them 
seriously. 

Q. You did not take them seriously? A. Not at that time. 

Q. When did you begin to take them seriously? A. WhenI 
began to receive instructions to actually get rid of them. The first 
was, I think was in August. I was given definite instructions to fire 
four people. I began to realize that they were serious. 

Q. What did you do as a result of those instructions? 

A. Isent a letter to Edward Bernat arguing against -- 
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Q, You are talking about the letter of August 24? | A. Yes. 

Q. And was this the letter he called you to take action in two 
or three days? <A. Yes. 

Q. Go ahead. A. That's when I began to realize (that this was 


just not a feeling that was generated by the election. That this seemed 


to be a continuing policy. 

Q. That policy didn't bother you when you rece to find out it 
was serious? A. It did bother me. 

Q. What did you do about it? A. There was nothing I could 
do about it. | 

Q. Nothing was available that you could do about it? A. Except 
where I had been told, for instance, to notice the union inclinations for 
somebody to take into consideration. I didn't feel that was important. 
I didn't feel that would help the moral any. Ina case like a girl like 
Ione Holland who I knew was an original member of the committee, I 
never mentioned her. I never brought her name up. I never acted 
against her. I never reminded them that she was a committee member, 
and so she is still working there. In other words, -- : 

Q. Who is this? A. Ione Holland. i 

Q. Thank you. A. In other words, I didn't feel I was going to 


punish her. | 


Q. Did you ever see the list of employees that they named to 
demand their resignation? A. Idon't know. I knew she was on the 
committee. 

Q. You knew that? A. Yes. | 

Q. And other people we talked about, you talked about, they had 


the same access to this information that youhad? A. ‘Yes. 


Q. You signed the discharge of these people? A. I saw to the 
discharge of these people? 
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Q. You were Personnel Manager in the separation and the 
discharge? This was your formality and responsibility? A. Yes. 

Q. You saw to the formality of the discharging of these people? 
A. Yes. 

Q. Why did you not quit at that time? A. One doesn't quit 
over one’s instructions. I had too much at stake to quit at that time. 
I thought I did.: There wasn't enough reason for me to be that dis- 
satisfied with the company. I felt that this was probably something 
that would peter out, begin to lose interest in punishment and 
recriminations against people. 

Q. Don't you take unjust treatment of people rather strongly, 
Mr. Van Schyndel? A. Yes, Ido. 

Q. Did you not take that strongly? A. I did take it strongly, 
but not strongly enough to quit my job over it. 

Q. You just went along with that? A. No. As you know, I 
wrote Edward trying to argue him out of it. 

Q. Idon't know anything of the like. A. At least, I expressed 
myself in letters arguing against it - such strategy or ideal. 


Q. Ishow you at this time a letter, a copy, marked Respondent's 


Exhibit 39. I ask you to look at it and ask you if you recognize that, 


sir? 


(The above referred document was 
marked Respondent's Exhibit No. 
39 for identification.) 


A. Yes. 
Q. You wrote the original of that, did you not? A. Yes. 
MR. WILLIAMSON: May I see it? 
MR. SMITH: All right. 
Q. (By Mr. Smith) And I believe that was - the original of it - 


written on company stationery, such as is shown in Company's Exhibit 36? 
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A. I believe so. I am not sure of that. I would assume that but Iam 
not sure of that. 

Q. Now does this letter refer to your concern and your 
philosophy and attitude having to do with equal rights for the treat- 
ment of other people? A. Yes. | 

Q. Dees it refer to bigots, an attitude of bigots? A. Yes. 

Q. Does it refer in this letter to humantarian questions? 

A. Yes. | 
MR. HANDLER: Mr. Examiner, if he is going to examine from 
that document, I think he ought to offer it in evidence. 
* * * * 
TRIAL EXAMINER: ***** 
I will receive it. 


| 

(The document above-referred to, 
heretofore marked Respondent's 
Exhibit No. 39, was received.) 


Q. (By Mr. Smith) Mr. Van Schyndel, at this time I show you 
what I have marked as Respondent's Exhibit 40, which encompasses 
a letter with an attachment. Do you recognize that? 


(The above referred] to document 
was marked Respondent's Exhibit 
No 40 for identification.) 


THE WITNESS: Yes. It is a letter I sent to you on December 7, 
1966. 


Q. (By Mr. Smith) Is that a letter you wrote to me enclosing» 
the attachment? <A. Yes. 


Q. On what? Does that letter have a letterhead? | A. Yes. 

Q. Does it refer to a newspaper called "The Garlander?" 
A. Yes. | 

Q. Is that the newspaper that is attached? A. Yes. 

@. Does that newspaper have a notice in it pertinent to a - 
booklet called "Your Job At Garland?" A. Yes. - 
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MR. SMITH: I will introduce that into evidence as Respondent's 
Exhibit No. 40. 
* * * * * 
Q. (By Mr. Smith) Mr. Van Schyndel, I show you what has been 
marked Respondent's Exhibit Number 41 bearing date of November, 


66. 


(The document above-referred to 
was marked Respondent's Exhibit 
No. 41 for identification.) 


Q. (By Mr. Smith) Do you recognize that? 

MR. WILLIAMSON: 41? I thought that was part of the news- 
paper. 

MR. SMITH: No. That was 40. 

MR. WILLIAMSON: May I see a copy of 41? 

MR. SMITH: Yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) Did you prepare that? A. Yes. 

Q. Did you type it yourself? <A. Yes. 

Q. Who was it prepared for? A. I think I sent it to you. I 
know that it's my writing, my phrasing. 

Q. Was it prepared for my benefit? A. Probably. I can't say 
for sure, but probably. 

Q. Was it related to Julia Frazier and this other? A. Yes. 

Does it refer to Nora Millidge in this letter? A. Yes. 


Does it refer to Rebecca Frazier inthis letter? A. Yes. 


Q. 
Q. Does it refer to Doreen Crumley in this letter? A. Yes. 
Q. 
Q. 


Does it refer to Alice Ebbs in this letter? A. Yes. 
Q. Does it refer to the lay-off situation during the later part of 
'66 in this letter? A. Yes. 
MR. SMITH: I offer Respondent's Exhibit 41 into evidence. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Any objection? 
Have you offered it? 
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MR. SMITH: I have offered it into evidence as Respondent's 41. 
MR. WILLIAMSON: Just a question or two. : 
REDIRECT EXAMINATION | 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) At the time you wrote Respondent's 
41, were you aware Mr. Smith was counsel for Garland Knitting Mills? 
A. Yes. | 

Q. Why did you say over the top of it "Dear : oeetae 
A. I really don't know. I really can't answer that. It is ‘unusual for 

me to do that. 

Q. How did you come to write Respondent's Exhibit 41? Did 
anyone ask youto? A. Yes. | 

Q. Who? A. Mr. Smith, I believe. This is a copy of a letter 
I sent to Mr. Smith. It was a request by Mr. Smith. | 

Q. Do you have an independent recollection at this time of 


Mr. Smith requesting it? A. No, Ido not. It wasn't done on my own 


initiative. It was either suggested or requested by Arnold Kublin or 
Mr. Smith himself. 


MR. ZEIGLER: May I look at the original? 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) The copy of Respondent's 41 that you 
have in front of you, is that a reproduction of the original or a copy 
of your letter? A. This is a copy, a photostatic copy. | | 

Q. The original Respondent's 41, was that done on this stationery 

or the letterhead of any sort? A. I don't recall writing the letter, 

therefore I can't answer that. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Counsel, would you hand the witness the 
original? | 

MR. SMITH: The original was offered into evidence. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Can you tell is that the original of the document 
that you gave somebody? | 


THE WITNESS: Yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) That is not a carbon copy? A. This 
is not. This is the original. 

Q. Does that have a letterhead on it? A. No. 

Q. Dol understand your testimony to be that you don't remember 
typing Respondent's 41 at this time? A. I don't remember the exact 
circumstances of typing it. I know that it is my wording. I recall 
faintly writing it, but I don’t know for what particular purpose. I was 
asked at different times to get in touch with Phil and writing up home 
to give him information. This was written as a result of one of those 
requests, possibly by Mr. Kublin or possibly by Mr. Smith. 

I think I was asked to try to remember exactly how I went about 
terminating Julia Frazier and Dorothy Walker. I think I was asked to 
try to comb my memory to remember as many of the details as 
possible and put them down on paper. 

* * * *x bd 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) Mr. Van Schyndel, I show you what has been 

marked as Respondent's Exhibit 42 dated of November 18, 1966. 


(The above referred to 
document was marked 
Respondent's Exhibit No. 42 
for identification.) 


Q. (By Mr. Smith) I ask you do you recognize that? A. Yes. 
this is a letter which I also wrote. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Do you have any clear recollection of the 
circumstances for writing - any clearer than the other? 

THE WITNESS: No, I do not except it pertains to the first 
document. It also starts "Dear ."” I might have been asked 
to prepare a description as best I could, but I didn't know who to send 
it to - whether to send it to Arnold or Phil. I got through the saluta- 


tion with a blank so that I could get on with it perhaps. 
* * 


* * 


427 


Q. (By Mr. Smith) I call your attention to or show you, Mr. 
Van Schyndel, to Respondent's Exhibit No. 43 or 44 ---- | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Let's make it 44 even though you withdrew 
43. 


(The above = to document 
was marked Respondent's Exhibit 
No. 44 for identification.) 


MR. SMITH: I'm sorry. 44. 
THE WITNESS: It is a letter addressed to Edward ‘Bernat June 7, 
1966. A letter addressed to Edward Bernat. Apparently with it was a 
copy of "The Garlander." It was typed by my secretary at that time, 
Mary Gregory, and It was signed by me. | : 
Q. (By Mr. Smith) Was it ona letterhead? A. Yes, itis ona 
letterhead. 
x * * * = 
Q. (By Mr. Smith) I am holding up what has been marked has 
General Counsel's No. 174, a letter dated August 24, 1966, or a copy 
of the same. Where did you get this copy, Mr. Van Schyndel? A. Out 
of my personal files. | 
Q. Where do you keep your own personal files? A At home. 
Where? A. At home. 


Q 
Q. Athome? A. Yes. 
Q. Was this prepared at home? A. No. 


Q. But you keep your files at home? A. Yes. 

Q. How do you get these things after you have done them? These 
personal things? Do you bring them home and put them in your files? 
A. On a weekly basis. I would bring certain documents home that I 
didn't want any prying eyes to see. Anything that hada confidential 
matter in it, personal things between - well, personal matters anywhere 
in the letter. I didn't want them exposed to anybody. ! 

Q. Where do you keep them at home? A. Where at home? 
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Q. Yes. A. I kept themona bookshelf in Beaufort. I had 


them on a bedside table I mean. 


Q. You had an open file on the bookshelf at the time? A. Yes. 


Q. Are you married? A. Yes. 
Q. Do you remember a girl named Lucille Phil? Would you like 
to look at a copy of this letter? A. Lucille Phil? 
Yes. A. Yes. 
You fired her for poor performance? A. Yes. 
Toomany repairs? A. Yes. 
Is it your custom to review the production records, Mr. 
Van Schyndel, of the employees? Do the production records come 
through your office? A. Sometimes. It is not my duty to, but many 
times to learn about people, I would look at their production record. 
Q. With respect to that, isn't this a fair statement of the process 
in which you were involved? A supervisor or Plant Manager would 
check the production record and if be would have reason for a dis- 
charge, he would thereupon advise you to do so. Upon that direction 
or recommendation -- A. Not necessarily. Sometimes it happens 
that way. 
Q. Will you explain to me some other ways it would happen? 
A. Well, Marvin - Mr. Levin - might say as he said the week of my 
termination, "We have got to fire a couple of people this week.” In 
a case like that, I mean, it would be left to me to decide who would be 
the worst, the poorest operator. I would assume that was my re- 
sponsibility then to go over the production records, talk it over with 
Anita, and get an idea of who we could spare. 
Q. Did you go over the productions a week or so before you 
were discharged after Mr. Levin told you a couple of people had to be 
discharged? A. I didn't get the question. 
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Q. Did you go over the production record of these two people? 
A. Inever did carry that suggestion out. | 


Q. Who were these people? A. He said, "We will have to fire 


two people this week." That was the week I was terminated myself. 


This is the way it is sometimes done. 

Q. He didn't tell you who? A. No. 

Q. You were just going to go and look over the production records 
and select two to let go? A. That was probably what I was expected 
to do. | 

Q. Now, tell me some other ways discharges came through you. 
A. Anita Webster might call it to my attention that somebody was just 
hopeless. Anita might tell me she had to be changed from one operation 
to another operation. She might have finally had a girl putting belts in 
skirts and now we are not in that style, therefore, there won't be any 
work for her. So in that case, I would prepare the termination and 
bring the woman in and explain to her that we couldn't use her, that 
she wasn't cut out for this type of work and terminate her. I've done 
it that way. | 

Q. Your information as to their ability or production would 
always come from the supervisor such as Anita or somebody else 
under ordinary circumstances? A. Sometimes. Usually. 

Q. That would be the usual circumstance? A. Yes. 

Q. Do you enjoy judging a beauty pageant. I believe you did, 

did you not? A. Idid. | 

Q. That was the weekend before you were discharged? 
A. Apparently because they make reference to it. | 

Q. What beauty pageant was it? A. Water Festival. 

Q. Was that the "Beaufort Water Festival?" A. Yes. 

MR. WILLIAMSON: Why don't we get on something that is 


material to the allegations? 
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MR. SMITH: You may find this very material. 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) Is that the Beaufort Water Festival? 
A. Yes. 

Q. Is it held every year in Beaufort, South Carolina? A. Yes. 

Q. And you were a judge at that time? A. Yes. 

Q. How did you happen to be a judge of the Beauty Water 
Festival? A. Well, it had been customary for the Water Festival 
Committee to ask Garland to be one of the judges, so they asked a 
Beaufort representative to judge. Usually Edward Bernat had judged 
the prior two years. This time Edward said he couldn't possibly be 
able to be down here at that time, so I volunteered for the job. He 
gave my name to the Water Festival Committee as one of the judges. 

Q. And you participated as such? A. Yes. 

Q. There is a name in here, "Grace," is that your wife? 

A. Yes. 


x * * * * 


Q. (By Mr. Smith) Mr. Van Schyndel, is it not a fact that the 


Beaufort Water Festival takes place in July every year in Beaufort, 


South Carolina, and not August? A. It is usually scheduled in July. 

MR. WILLIAMSON: I object to that, I don't believe the witness 
testified to that. 

MR, SMITH: I'm asking him. 

MR. WILLIAMSON: You assumed it took place in August and 
then asked him. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Overruled. 

THE WITNESS: I don't know, but I think it is held in July 
usually. 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) When was it held when you judged the 
Beauty Festival last year? Was it in July or in August? A. I be- 
lieve it was in July. I'm not certain about the date. I think it was in 


July. 
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MR. SMITH: I have nothing further of this witness at this time. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Any redirect? : 
MR. WILLIAMSON: Just a few questions. 


REDIRECT EXAMINATION 


Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Mr. Van Schyndel, is the Beauty 
Festival you have referred to General Counsel's Exhibit No. 174, and 
your other reference to next year's Water Festival which you referred 
to in General Counsel's Exhibit No. 174? Are those one and the same 
event, or are those two different events located here in Beaufort? 

A. It is the same festival. It is held each year. | 

Q. In other words, they have a Water Festival and there’ sa 

Beauty Pageant during the course of that festival? A. Tha 's right. 
* * * * | * 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Mr. Van Schyndel, I ould like to 
direct your attention to Respondent's Exhibits 34, 35, 36, and 37. 
Were any of the letters - General Counsel's Exhibits Nos. 174 and 


175 to which you have previously testified, August 24 letter to Mr. 
Bernat and the September 15 letter to Arnold and Edward - were 
either one of those letters - was the original of either one of those 
letters written on a form similar to any of the following Respondent's 
34 thru 37? A. It wouldn't be on that. I very rarely ever used that 
form. I can't ever remember using that form or 35. : 

Q. You are referring to Respondent's 35? A. Yes. This 


Q. What about R 362. A. I don't know whether I wrote the 


union skin or 34 is something that I have never used. 


original on that form or not. I'm inclined to doubt it. The chances are 
L used R 37 as the original and R $8 as the onion skin. They are 
usually used for copies, this brand or whatever brand we happen to 


have on hand. | 
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Q. You!referred to R 37. Is there any reason why in writing 


to Mr. Smith as shown by Respondent's Exhibit 40 you used stationery 
with letterhead but did not when writing to Mr. Kublin or Mr. Bernat? 
A. Yes. Usually if I wrote a letter to anybody outside the company, 
it would enviably be letterhead stationery unless we were absolutely 
out of it. When writing to anybody in the company, I've always felt 
that it was Somewhat extravagant to use letterhead stationery unless 
letterhead happened to be what was on hand. I usually was guided by 
what I use by what was accessible, on hand, that would permit me to 
go on with my work without going out to look for letterhead stationery. 
But in almost every case when I wrote to anyone outside the company, 
I used letterhead stationery when writing in my official capacity. 

Q. Mr. Van schyndel, in preparing your correspondence during 
the time you were Personnel Manager at the Beaufort plant, did you 
always write it out on the typewriter yourself or were there other 
ways in which your correspondence would be prepared? A. Depends 
on the nature of the correspondence. The reports are sent, con- 
fidential reports, to - which Edward and Arnold both wanted me to 
send them regularly. I usually typed myself because I could phrase 
myself better in working with the typewriter alone. I didn't want any 
secretary or anybody else to be in a position to read what was con- 
fidential correspondence. 

Q. Was there ever a time or was there ever an occasion when 
you would dictate letters to your secretary which she would take down 
in shorthand? A. Yes, sometimes. But letters of a more innocuous 
nature, strictly business, that I wasn't concerned whether anybody 
read them or not without the right to read them. 

Q. Ishow you Respondent's Exhibits 41 and 42. Can you ex- 
plain to His Honor, if you would, sir, why no letterhead stationery was 


used in the preparation of those? A. Probably because only I had no 
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letterhead stationery on hand, accessible that is. I would Bit down at 
my typewriter - you have got to understand the circumstances. I 
would pull out my desk drawer and if there's no outside - unless I had 
to use letterhead stationery when writing to Phil, of course, it was a 
more intimate sort of thing. I could use this sort of stationery without 
posing officially as a representative of the company. I don't -I 


imagine that is why I didn't use letterhead on the first copy, but it 
might be that I just happen to have blanks on hand and thought that it 
didn't matter. I wasn't the most consistent person in the world with 
regard to that. : 

Q. With reference to Respondent's Exhibit 41 and 42, do you 
remember who, if anyone, you gave them to after you prepared them? 
A. Who I gave them to after I prepared them? | 


Q. Yes. A. No. If we take it that these were mailed, the 


chances are I folded them in an envelope, sealed them, and typed the 
envelope, and instructed my secretary to mail them in the usual way. 
* * * * 
RECROSS EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) When do you say it was per to your dis- 
charge that you contacted Mr. Mark Morand? A. I contacted Alice 
Ebbs and she contacted Mr. Morand on Tuesday of the week I was 
terminated. : 

Q. You were still Personnel Manager of the plant at that time? 
A. Yes. | 


* i 
EXAMINATION | 
Q. (By Trial Examiner) Were you expecting to be discharged 


when you were discharged? A. Yes. It was pretty obvious to me that I 
was being prepared for firing. I knew that it was going to happen. 
| 
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Q. Why were you discharged, do you know? A. I have my own 
ideas. 

Q. What were you told? A. I think the charge was treason. I 
think that was the word that was used. And then, although I haven't 
seen anything in writing, I understand that I violated a company rule 
that I've never received. 

Q. I'm not interested in your understanding. I'm interested in 
what was said. You were telephoned and told you were discharged? 
A. No. Mr. Levin was telephoned by Edward Bernat. 

Q. You'don’t know. You weren't on that line, were you? 

A. No, Iwasn't. I was at home. 

©. What did Mr. Levin tell you? A. He said Edward called 
and to!d me to let you go. 

Q. That's all? A. Yes. Prior to that, he had mentioned the 
word “treason” that Edward had said. I think the word was treason. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I have no further questions. 

Does anyone else? 

MR. WILLIAMSON: Who goes first? 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I think you had better. 

FURTHER REDIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) You mentioned the word "treason," 
Mr. Van Schyndel, as having been mentioned by whom? A. This was 
the word according to Mr. Levin. This was the word that Mr. Bernat 
used. 

Q. Did anything come to your attention to indicate what was 
meant by treason? A. Yes. I know he was referring to the fact that 
I had spoken to Jeannen Partridge, one of our supervisors, in confidence 
and told her that I knew Edward had made the statement that he was 
going to get rid of all the supervisors, that he didn't have a damn one 


that was any good. 
x 


x * 
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DORINDA JEANIE PARTRIDGE 
a witness called by and on behalf of Respondent, being first duly sworn, 


was examined and testified as follows: | 


DIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) Would you please state your full name and 
address? ! 
* * « 
A. Dorinda Jeanie Partridge. 

@. And your address? A. Box 47, Star Route 1, Beaufort. 

Q. Are you presently employed? A. No, I'm not. | 

Q. Have you been employed by Garland Knitting Mills of 
Beaufort, South Carolina? A. Yes. I was employed therefor four 
years. | 

Q. When did you start your employment? A. I started in 
June in 1963, and I quit in July of 1967. | 

Q. Do you recall the date you quit? A. No, I don't. 

Q. Were you working there at the time Mr. Van Schyndel was 
separated from his employment? A. Yes, I was. | 

Q. Do you recall about the date that he was separated? A. It 
was sometime in July because it was after vacation, but I'm not 
certain. 

Q. You are not certain of the date? <A. No. 

Q. Let me bring you up to a few days prior to his discharge. 
Did he have an occasion to have a conversation with you in any way? 
A. Yes, he did. | 

Q. Tell what that conversation was about please, Miss Partridge. 
A. He called me into his office. 
Q. Do you recall what day of the week that was? A. It was on 


a Wednesday. 
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Q. Go ahead. A. He called me in and said he wanted to talk with 
me that it would take a while and was I available from the floor for a 
little while. He told me that he had something to discuss with me. He 
told me that he’ wasn't going to be there much longer. He knew that 
he was leaving, that he was going to be fired. 

Q. All right. Go ahead. A. And he told me that - well, he 
started. He told me about Mr. Bernat. 

Q. What did he tell you about Mr. Bernat? A. He told me he 
thought he was'a mental case, that he wasn't a psychiatrist, that he 
thought that Mr. Bernat was out to destroy the company. He thought 
he hated his father. He said he had an unhappy child life, that he had 
hated his childhood and he was out to destroy Garland. He said that 
Mr. Levin would probably be fired soon too. He said that he didn't 
know when. He said that he just felt like it was coming. 

Ever since they had had a fashion show and he didn't want to 
have a fashion show that he wanted to use the money some other way 


that would benefit the company better. He said every since then they 


had been picking at him and that shortly, he was sure, he would be 


leaving. He thought for my interest that I should get together with the 
other supervisors and that we should go to the union. I said that that 
was against everything that we had been taught. He said to forget it, 
that we didn't have any other choice now. He told me, you know, that 

I should get together with which ever supervisors that I wanted to. He 
said that he thought it would be best to get together with Queenie Brown 
and Audrey because - well, they were colored supervisors and he 
thought maybe they wouldn't go along with us. 

We were talking about Helen Smith. He said he thought if I 
wanted to help her out that I should tell her to get in touch with the 
union lawyer and file some kind of complaint. That if anything ever 
came of it, that she would be able probably to collect some of her, you 


know, back pay. 
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Q. Who is Helen Smith? A. She was the supervisor that was 
fired. | 
Q. Goon. A. And he then toid me that if I, you know, really 
wanted to get in touch with the union, not to go to anybody in Beaufort. 
It would be best to go to Charleston or Savannah. He suggested maybe 
going, you know, to calling Atlanta. There was maybe a Mr, Morand 
there I could get in touch with. 

Q. And any other day or time did he speak with son A. Well, 
he spoke to me Friday around lunch time before he left. He left the 
plant at lunch on Friday. He talked to me. He said somehow they had 
found out about our conversation, and he wanted to know who I had 
talked with. I told him I had talked with just Estelle Rutland and Anita 
Webster about it. Together Esteile and I had decided that we would 
talk with Mr. Levin and see what he thought about it. | 

Q. Did you talk with Mr. Levin? A. We talked with Mr. Levin 
on Thursday. | 

Q. Did you tell Mr. Levin substantially what you have told here 
today? <A. Yes. He told us Mr. Van Schyndel was just upset and 
shouldn't have told us to go to the union. That it wouldn't help us any- 


way, that it would just get ourselves involved. You know, the union 


couldn't help supervisors anyway. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Who told you this? Was it stated during the 
conversation with Mr. Levin or by him, or the second conversation with 
Mr. Van Schyndel? | 

THE WITNESS: When we were talking with Mr. Levin. 

TRIAL EXAMINER: Thank you. 

THE WITNESS: You see, Mr. Van Schyndel was trying to find 
out how Mr. Bernat had found out about our conversation. That's why 
he asked me who I had been talking to. : 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) Have you been in touch with Mr. Van Schyndel 


since that time? A. No, I haven't. Not until today when! I saw him. 
| 
| 


Q. You saw him today? A. Here in Court. 
Q. It was after that that you quit? <A. Yes. 
* * * * 
NANCY L. USRY 
a witness called by and on behalf of Respondent, being first duly 


sworn, waS examined and testified as follows: 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 


Q. (By Mr. Smith) Will you please state your name and 
address? A. Nancy L. Usry, 2307 Averly Way, Beaufort, South 
Carolina. 

You are married, are you not? A. Yes. 


Are you presently working at Garland Knitting Mills? 


What is your job position? A. Office Manager. 
And where does your husband work? A. At Garland Knitting 


At the same plant? A. Yes. 
And what is his position? A. Cutting Room foreman. 
Do you know Mr. Augustus Van Schyndel? A. Yes. 
Is that the gentleman who is sitting right outside? A. Yes. 
And was he in the past employed at Garland Knitting Mills 
of Beaufort, South Carolina? A. Yes. 
Q. Do you reacil when he was released from the plant? 
A. I believe it was July 25. 
Q. July when? A. July 25. 
Q. About what time? A. The latter part of July. 
Q. Prior to the time of his discharge, did you have any occasions 
to. have conversations with him pertinent to employment? A. I was 


called in on several occasions the last week that he worked. 
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Q. Called in where? A. In his office, the Personnel office. 
Q. Didhe call youin? A. Yes. | 


Q. What was the discussion during the time that you were called 


in? A. It was concerning the terminations - the supervisors that 


were going to be terminated. 

Q. What did he say? A. Well, I was shown a list of names of 
all supervisors except for three. | 

Q. Who were those three? A. The three were Toshiko Kurtz, 
Audrey Brown, Queenie Orage. : 

Q. Was Queenie Orage at one time Queenie Brown? A. Yes. 

Q. She has married since? A. Yes. 

Q. Go ahead now. What about that list? A, Well, on the bottom 
of the list was three names which were supervisors from the Garland 
Knitting Mills in Georgia which beside the names were written "Safe." 

Q. Do you have any relatives employes at Garland Knitting 
Mills in Georgia? A. I have a brother-in- law. | 

Q. Was he safe? A. No, he wasn't. Mr. Van Schyndel told me 
that I should alert Gale Usry. 

Q. Was hein Georgia? A. Yes. | 

Q. For what purpose? A. That he should be on t the watch out 
for another job. | 

Q. Was that all of this conversation this first day? A. That's 
right. | 

Q. Were there other conversations with Mr. Van Schyndel 
concerning job positions of supervisors? A. AsI said, before, I was 
called in myself on several occasions and this was the same every day. 

Q. Was there any time at night or after hours that he spoke to 
you during that period of time? A. No, sir. 

Q. Now, was the name of Marvin Levin on that list? A. At 
the top of the list was Marvin Levin and Van Schyndel whieh had 


question marks. 
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Q. Both of them had question marks? A. Yes. 

Q. All right. How many names were on that list? <A. I would 
say around 14. 

Q. Did you recognize all of the names? A. Yes. 

Q. And what did he tell you about that list? A. That they 
were all going to be terminated. 

Q. Did you ever ask him whether or not there was a reason for 
these terminations or your termination? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. What did you ask him and what did he respond? A. I asked 
him why? What had I done to be terminated? He said you didn't have 
to have reasons. I asked him should I speak to my Personnel Manager 
from Brockton before I was terminated. I told him I had rather resign, 
than be fired. He, said, of course, the Personnel Manager would let 
me resign rather than be terminated, and that I would like to ask him 
what I had done. He told me that that would be fine. 

Q. Now) did you report this conversation to anyone? A. No, 

I didn't. 
TRIAL EXAMINER: Never? You say you never reported this 


to anyone? 

THE WITNESS: On Friday morning, our Plant Manager called 
me in the office and he wanted to know why I was so upset. I told him 
what had happened. 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) Were you upset? A. Very upset. 

MR. SMITH: Your witness. 


CROSS EXAMINATION 
Q. (By Mr. Williamson) 
* * * mm * 
Q. When was your first conversation with Mr. Van Schyndel? 


A. Well, it was in the early part of the week. 
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Q. Now, you are sure that it was the 25th that you had the 
conversation with Mr. Levin? A. The 25th? It was on a Friday. 

Q. The 25th? If the 25th wasn't on a Friday, it wasn't the 25th? 
A. It was on a Friday. I was thinking it was July 25. | 

Q. If July 25 doesn't fall on Friday, it wouldn't have been the 
25th? A. It would have been the Friday. 

Q. The week of the 25th? A. Yes. 


* * * * 


REDIRECT EXAMINATION 


Q. (By Mr. Smith) Was the Friday that you spoke to Mr. Levin 


the same Friday that Mr. Van Schyndel terminated his employment? 
| 
A. Yes. 


* 


ESTELLE RUTLAND 


was recalled by and on behalf of Respondent, and having been previously 
sworn, was examined and testified as follows: | 


DIRECT EXAMINATION | 


TRIAL EXAMINER: You appeared in this Hearing before, didn't 
you? | 

THE WITNESS: Yes. | 

TRIAL EXAMINER: I advise you your oath is applicable to your 
testimony now. 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) You are still employed at Garland Knitting 
Mills of Beaufort, South Carolina? A. Yes. : 
What is your position? A. Supervisor. 

You know Mr. Van Schyndel? A. Yes. | 
He was Personnel Manager at Garland? A. Yes. 
Do you recall about the time when he was separated from his 


employment? A. I don't know exactly. 


Q. Doyourecall? <A. Yes. 

Q. Prior to his separation from employment there, did any of 
the employees, supervisors or others, speak to you about conversations 
which he had had prior to termination of employment? A. Did any of 
them speak to me? 

Q. Whodid? A. Jeanine Partridge did. 

Q. What were the circumstances? A. Mr. Levin called her in 
the office. I don't know how long she was. She came out and came 
straight to me and told me what he said. She was very upset. I asked 
why. She said Mr. Van told me something I can't hardly believe. I 
said what is it. She said, "Let's get somewhere we can talk." I said, 
“All right. Come on.” It was getting close to 4:00 o'clock. That was 
the time I had to correct my papers and things. I said, ''Come on in 
the room in here and tell me.” So she told me that he said ---. You 
did want me to tell what she said? 

Q. Goahead. A. He said that all the supervisors were going 
to lose their jobs and that it was best for us to get in contact - she 
called the name of some man, I don’t remember, and not to get it here 
in Beaufort because if we did we would get fired before we got through 
to the union. I said, "Well, Jeanine, I can't tell you what to say right 
now or what to do right now, but let’s wait until tomorrow and talk 
this thing over.” I said, "Don't say anything yet. Let's talk it over." 
It was so late, we didn't get a chance. We did get Anita and told Anita 
about it. It was 4:30 then and we had to go home. Jeanine - I take 


her every afternoon by her husband's job - said she was going to come 


by my house that night. So that night she came to my house and stayed 
late up in the night talking. I asked her not to say anything until I 
could get to Mr. Levin and talk to him about it. I didn't understand 
what was going on. So the next day I went to Mr. Levin - Jeanine and 
I went to Mr. Levin and told him what had happened. 
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Q. Do you recall what day of the week it was that you went to 
Mr. Levin? A. I believe it was on a Thursday. : 

Q. Did you tell Mr. Levin what had occurred? A. I told 
Mr. Levin just exactly what Jeanine had told me. Then I let Jeanine 
tell him how it was. And that was just about it. | 

Q. Did you speak to Mr. Levin any other time of the week after 
that day? A. No, sir. | 

me * * 


ELRED M. MOODY 
a witness called by and on behalf of Respondent, being frst duly sworn, 


* 
: 


was examined and testified as follows: 


DIRECT EXAMINATION 


Q. (By Mr. Smith) Mr. Moody, would you please state your 
full name and address? A. Elred, E-l-r-e-d, M. Moody, 1704 River- 
side. Drive, Beaufort, South Carolina, which is my home address and my 
business address is the Bank of Beaufort, P. O. Box 1027, Beaufort, 
South Carolina. : 

Q. What is your position with the Bank of Beaufort? A. Tam 
President. 

Q. Mr. Moody, are you familiar with the Beaufort Water 
Festival? A. Yes, Iam. | 

Q. Are you a part of a committee or any group of ea in 
charge of that? A. Yes, Iam. | 

Q. And what is your position with the Beaufort Water Festival? 


A. Each year we let the Beaufort Water Festival use our facilities for 
the viewing of the parade by various officials and dignitaries who visit 
the town on Saturday. 

Q. Beauty pageants are a part of this Festival? A. Yes. 

Q. Do you recall one that was held in 1966? A. 1 have attended 
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all of them. '66 was a pageant on Friday night - I believe it was. And 
they usually have a dance on Saturday night. 65, the dates run together 
and Garland Mills always has a fashion show. I was responsible for 
arranging the orators on one occasion or the lady who emceed the 
program. I don't know whether it was '65 or 66. 

Q. In 1966 what month was the Beaufort Water Festival? 
A. In July. 

Q. Do you recall the dates? A. It was on Friday, Saturday 
and Sunday. This would have been July - excuse me a minute while I 
check the calendar. This would have been the 21, 22, and 23 of July. 

Q. Of 1966? A. Yes. 

Q. Did you have one this year? A. Yes. 


G. When was it this year? A. Correction, please. In July, 
'66, it was 22, 23, and 24 - Friday, Saturday and Sunday. In July of 


67, the 21st, 22nd, and 23rd which is a Friday, Saturday, and Sunday. 
MR. SMITH: Your witness. 


CROSS EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Williamson) Did you attend the Beauty Pageant 
and Festival in '66? A. Yes, sir. I have been judge on occasion. 
This year I wasn't, but in '66 and '65. 

Q. You were not a judge this year? A. No, sir. 

Q. Youwere in '66? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. How many judges did you have in 1966? A. I'm going to 
have to pass. I don't remember. 

Q. Is it more than five? A. Listen. Unless I can be specific, 
I would rather not give you generalities. 

@. Can you state now whether it was more or less that five 
judges? A. Well, there's always a representative from the "Blue 
Angels," the performing team that was one of the judges; a representa- 


tive from the air station; a representative from the Civic Club and the 
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| 
Chamber of Commerce. That wou Id be four. I'm sure there were at 


least two or three others. So it would be five or more probes! : 

Q. Do you remember any of the other judges? A. Bay they 
were, you mean? | 

Q. Yes. A. I would have to check my records in my file. I 
could find that and give you the names. 

Q. Garland Knitting Mills supplied a judge? A. Yes, they did. 

Q. Mr. Van Schyndel? A. Mr. Van Schyndel was one of the 
judges because we always have a luncheon on Friday for the queens. 
Then we get to know them, chat with them a little bit. It is kind of an 
interview luncheon arrangement. Then that evening all of the pe 
meet and judge them in bathing suits and evening dress. 

Q. Mr. Moody, are you a member of the Executive a of the 
Garland Country Club? A. No, sir. 

Q. Have you ever been connected with the Island Country Club? 
A. Ladies’ Island Country Club. 

Q. Have you ever been a member of the Executive phard? 

A. No, sir. I have been on the Board of Directors, but not on the 
Executive Board. I served about '64, ‘63 - somewhere along in there on 
the Boardof Directors, but not in recent years. 

Q. Did you ever have any discussion with Mr. Augustus Van 
Schyndel of Garland Knitting Mills about the possibility of his becoming 
a member of the Ladies’ Island Country Club? A, Yes. | 

Q. Did you, in fact, recommend him? A. His name was brought 
up for discussion and I told one of the members prior to this that he was 
interested in joining and thought it would be well to have a representa- 
tive from Garland as a member of the Ladies' Island Country Club. 

His name, to my understanding, was discussed at a meeting one night. 
The Board told me later, it was never proposed for membership. It 


just came up for discussion, | 
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Q. You know he had filed an application to join? A. I received 
a letter from Mr. Schyndel. 

Q. Did you ever make any recommendations to any of the club 
as to whether he ought to be a member? A. Inever did endorse any 
membership for Mr. Schyndel. I talked with them about it and said that 
I thought a representative from Garland - Mr. Schyndel was a golfer 
and an Official of Garland - and thought we should consider his applica- 
tion for membership. 

Q. Consider it favorably? A. I didn't make a recommendation 
because this has to go before the Executive Committee. I said I thought 
he would make a good member. 

x * * * 
AUGUSTUS VAN SCHYNDEL 
was recalled and testified further as follows: 
* * x * 
FURTHER CROSS EXAMINATION 

Q. (By Mr. Smith) You were discharged on July 28? A. Yes. 

Q. What day was it that you spoke to Mr. Morand? A. Tuesday 
of that same week. 

Q. Prior to that you had spoken to Miss Alice Ebbs? A. Yes. 

Q. You were still personnel manager at Beaufort at that time? 
A. Yes. 

Q. Did you have any further conversations with Mr. --- 

A. Mr. Morand, the Regional Director of ILGWU down at Atlanta? 


Q. Yes. Did you have any other conversations with him during 


the period of time up until Friday? A. No, just that one. 
Q. And you did speak with Miss Usry, did you not? A. Yes. 
Q. You showed her a list? A. Yes, I think I made up a list 
while she was there. 
Q. And you spoke with Jeanine Partridge? A. Yes. : 
* * * * 
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GENERAL COUNSEL'S EXHIBIT NO. 2 


YOUR JOB WITH GARLAND 
| 
It has always been Garland's policy to hire and 


to treat its employees without discrimination as 
to race, color, religion, national origin, age or 


sex. | 


INDEX | 
Introduction: Your Job With Garland 
A Summary of the Things You Get at Garland 
Our Working Hours 
Your Working Schedule 
Overtime Pay 
Your Daily Production Records 
Your Earnings and Deductions 
Probationary Period 
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What Clothes Should You Wear at Work? 
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The Telephone 
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G.C. Exhibit No. 2 (Cont'd) 
A Christmas Bonus 
Garland Insurance Protection for Employees 
Garland's Profit Sharing Plan 
The Beaufort Garlander 
Some General Company Rules 
Complaint Procedure 
Part-time Employees 
A Brief History of Garland 


YOUR JOB WITH GARLAND 


Welcome to Garland 

Most of us started working at Garland just as you are starting. 
And we icit strange too. There are so many questions, So many doubts, 
so many bits of information which every new employee asks of himself 
as he starts a new job. 

"Will I like it here?” Or, "Will the people here like me?" 

"Will I be able to do the job?” "Will I learn?” "Will I make a living?" 

All of these are good questions and this booklet has been prepared 
to make it easier for you to get acquainted and to help make your job 
easier. 

In the pages that follow we shall explain the rules we work by and 
why we need these rules. We want to keep our jobs safe, interesting, 
and productive, and we are sure you will agree that these rules are 
necessary to all of us. 

We hope this booklet will help you become one of us. Many of us 
have been with Garland for many years and we think it's a good place 


to work. We are proud of the Garland label on the things we make and 


we are proud of the skills we learned here. The name Garland is known 
throughout the industry for the high quality of workmanship it represents. 
We are proud of that reputation and we feel sure that you will share that 


pride with us. 
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But it takes time and patience to learn how to work efficiently 
and skillfully. | 

You will learn by working here at Garland and in time you will 
take pride in teaching others who will want to learn from you. 

Most of our supervisors were promoted in this way; they started 
working at Garland just as you are starting and were promoted up 
through the ranks to supervise the operations. They will train you in 
your job and they will assist you in every way. Turn to them for help 
and guidance in your job at any time; they will help you. That's why 
they're Garland supervisors. | 

On a separate page in this booklet we are printing a brief history 
of Garland and a description of its place in the sweater and sportswear 
industry. There you will read that "Garland is the biggest and strongest 
sweater company in the United States." | 

This is a true and an important statement. It means that you and 
the people you are now working with are entrusted with a ooo 
that is the envy of the entire industry. That is a serious responsibility 
but we are confident that we can live up to it, and we are happy to share 
that responsibility with you. | 
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Garland's Wage Policy 


It is Garland's policy to pay fair and just wages comparable to 
and, in most cases, better than wages being paid in the area for like 
work. Wages will be increased from time to time as merited by 
improved productivity performance. Also, it is the Counce goal to 
provide steady employment for all employees. And the best assurance 
that we can attain these objectives is to keep your Company ina 


favorable competitive position. 


The Company will be able to meet these objectives only if we all 


try to improve our job performance in producing a quality product at 
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a competitive price. Improvement requires an ability to innovate and a 


willingness on the part of all employees to accept changes in order that 


your Company may not only meet competition, but beat competition. 


We are confident that you will all want to do your part to keep 
your Company strong and your future secure. 


A SUMMARY OF THE THINGS YOU GET AT GARLAND 
REGULAR EMPLOYMENT. Garland's place in the apparel in- 
dustry ensures its comparative freedom from the seasonal lay- 
offs which are traditional to the industry as a whole. 

EARN WHILE YOU WORK JOB TRAINING. For the first few 
weeks or months, while you are learning your job at Garland, you 
will be paid for the work you do. At the same time you will be 
acquiring a skill at your job which will enable you to earn more 
under the Garland incentive program. 

TWO WEEKS VACATION. The vacation periods of one week each 
are usually around the first of July and between Christmas and 
New Year's at which time the Plant closes. See "Vacations" for 
the manner in which your vacation pay will be computed. 

A PAID HOLIDAY PLAN. Garland allows for 6-1/2 paid holidays 
each year to all its employees (after the three month probationary 
period). 

FREE LIFE INSURANCE. As soon as you have been with Garland 
six months, you get a free life insurance policy. (See separate 
booklet describing Garland's insurance program.) 

FREE HEALTH AND ACCIDENT INSURANCE. This Garland 
program, which is also free to you after six months employment, 
includes Blue Cross, Blue Shield, Accident and Sickness insurance 
(to provide you with an income in case of a non-occupational 


disability or illness), and additional insurance in case of accidental 
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death or the loss of limbs or eyes. Separate booklets describing 
these insurance plans in detail are distributed to all employees. 
GARLAND'S STOCK OPTION PLAN. From time to time stock 
options will be made available to employees to purchase stock 
in Garland Corporation. The procedures that will be followed 
will, in part, be as required under the Internal Revenue Regula- 
tions. ! 
A LIBERAL DISCOUNT ON GARLAND PRODUCTS. From the first 
day you come to work at Garland, you may purchase any available 
Garland product at a discount of at least 10% less than wholesale. 
These employee "cash sales" are held at frequent intervals 
throughout the year. All Company bulletin boards are = with 
announcements about these "cash sales." 
AN ACTIVE EMPLOYEE'S SOCIAL PROGRAM. The Garland 
Christmas Party, Fashion Show, and the Dedication Dinner are 
regular annual events for all Garland families. Other employee 
activities encouraged and supported by Garland include bowling 
leagues, Blood Bank and a Company newspaper written and 
edited by Garland employees. 
A CHRISTMAS BONUS. Each year it has been the a for 
Garland to distribute Christmas bonuses to all Garland employees 
based on length of service with Garland. : 
A FUTURE WITH A GROWING COMPANY. The growth of Gar- 
land in America's sweater and sportswear industry is also the stor: 
of Garland people growing with it. It is a traditional and respected 
practice at Garland to encourage qualities of leadership and to 
elevate its own people to supervisory positions whenever possible 
and as expanding production requires it. That is why most of our 
supervisors, foreladies and department heads are people who 


were promoted within the Company. | 
| 
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OUR WORKING HOURS 
plant working schedule 
The plant hours are from 7:45 A.M. to 4:30 P.M. 
Lunchtime is a 45-minute period. You will also have a ten- 
minute relief in the morning and a ten-minute relief in the afternoon. 


You are expected to be ready and in your work area on time. 
YOUR WORKING SCHEDULE B: 
Starting time 
*Morning relief 
Lunch Period 


*Afternoon relief 


Stopping time 


Your supervisor is: 
Department: 

Starting rate: 

Your job classification: 
Date of employment: 

Your employee number is: 


Your clock number is: 
*Employees are not permitted to leave the premises during relief 
periods. 


OVERTIME PAY 
You will be paid one and one-half times your basic hourly rate 


for all work in excess of 40 hours per week. If your week's production 


recorded on the daily production record sheet shows that your actual 


earnings are higher than your basic hourly rate, your time and one- 
half will be computed on the higher rate as a result of production 


earnings. 
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For any week in which a holiday occurs (and the plant is closed), 
you will be paid time and one-half for all work over thirty-two hours 
that week. | 

All overtime work is on a voluntary basis. If you work over- 
time and do not work your regular work schedule for the week because 
of production requirements, you will be paid time and one-half for all 


overtime. 


YOUR DAILY PRODUCTION RECORDS 

All production employees are required to turn ina daily pro- 
duction sheet each day. This is important. These sheets are used to 
calculate your earnings; they are your performance records and they 
are used in planning production. | 

Your supervisor will help you in making out these production 
sheets. | 

Always be sure to write your name, employee am, and clock 
number clearly on your daily production sheets so that you receive 
credit for the work you do. | 


YOUR EARNINGS AND DEDUCTIONS | 

Your pay week is from Saturday through Friday and you will be 
paid by check on the following Friday. Your pay check will show your 
total earnings, the deductions that Federal and State laws require us 
to make, and those deductions which you have authorized, such as de- 
pendent insurance coverage, stock options, and so forth. : 

Your department head or supervisor will give your pay check 
to you. If you have any questions about your pay or the deductions made, 
ask your supervisor. | 

Each January you will receive a W-2 form showing your total 
earnings and the taxes withheld during the previous year. This form is 
mailed to your home. So if you should leave Garland and change your 


mailing address, be sure to notify the payroll department. 
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Always examine your pay check carefully. If you should find 


your check in error, show it to your supervisor at once. Your pro- 
duction papers for the week will be re-calculated and reviewed with 
you. 

If you are not at work on Friday when payroll checks are dis- 
tributed, your check will be mailed on that day to your home address 
as we have it in our Company records. Your payroll check will not be 
given to anyone else without your written authorization. 


When a2 holiday falls on a Friday, you will be paid on Thursday. 


PROBATIONARY PERIOD 
All new employees are on probation for the first 90 days of em- 
ployment and are considered temporary. After this probationary period, 
you will be placed on the regular payroll and be eligible for those 
benefits which apply only to regular, full-time employees. 
During this probationary period, your supervisor will help you 
to qualify for placement on the regular payroll. He will expect you to 


ask questions. He will also keep you informed of how you are doing. 


YOUR JOB TRAINING 
It is usually necessary to train a new employee at his or her job 
at Garland. This is true even when the employee has acquired some 
skill in these trades elsewhere. 
Garland production methods may differ, especially in our emphasis 


on quality control. Each garment we make bears the Garland label be- 


fore it leaves our hands; each garment, therefore, must pass a rigid 
inspection before it is approved for shipment. 

While you are being trained you will be given careful instruction 
on each detail of the job you are to do. At all times your progress will 
be carefully watched to make sure that your work is done properly. And 


as you learn and you become more skillful, your earnings will increase 
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accordingly. This is Garland's incentive system, a plan which was 
worked out over the years to reward increased efficiency and skills. 

Many of our people have advanced at Garland in this way, not 
only by acquiring proficiency at their job but by advancing to more 
skilled operations. This Opportunity is open to you too. If you are 
interested in advanced job training, your supervisor is equipped to teach 
you or to assist you in further training. 

Thus, your advancement depends on how quickly your vom and 


on your willingness to apply your increasing skill and knowledge. 


KEEPING OUR RECORDS UP TO DATE 

Whenever there is a change in your personal affairs requiring a 
change in your payroll deductions, be sure to notify your supervisor. 
Any births, deaths, or changes in marital status in your family may 
affect these deductions and the insurance benefits to which you are 
entitled. : 

Any changes in your home or mailing address, or your telephone 
number, should also be reported so that all our records are coe 
and up to date. Your pay check, for instance, is mailed to your address 
as we have it. So don't risk its loss or delay by neglecting to inform us 


of changes. 


YOU WILL BE PAID FOR JURY DUTY 

If you are called to serve ona jury, you will be paid the difference 
between your jury pay and what your regular pay would be for; an eight- 
hour day at your basic hourly rate. | 

But if you are dismissed from jury service early in the hay and 
you wish to report for work, you will also be paid for the actual number 
of hours you work that day. For example: If your basic hourly rate is 
$1.50, your day's pay for 8 hours is $12.00. If your jury pay is $10.00, 
then Garland will pay you $2.00 to make up your day's pay. 
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But if you are dismissed early and work 4 hours ---~- $6.00 
Plus your jury Pay wore — 10.00 
Plus the allowance you are entitled to ------------ —__ 2,00 
Your day's pay would be $18.00 
Thus it may be seen from the above table that although you will 


be paid the difference between your regular pay and jury pay, in any 


case, if you are dismissed early and work any number of hours, you 
will benefit from the allowance. 
The Court Clerk will provide you with a statement of your jury 


pay which you must turn in to your supervisor. 


LEAVES OF ABSENCE 

A regular employee may, for justifiable reasons, be granted a 
leave of absence without pay, after reasonable notice to the Company, 
providing the conditions of work are such that his services can be 
spared. These leaves will be limited to a maximum of three months and 
may be extended by the Plant Manager for a period of two additional 
months. During these leaves of absence, service time will accumulate. 
If an employee overstays a leave of absence, it shall be considered as 
his voluntary resignation. 

Death in the Family: Reasonable time off will be granted in case 
of the death of the employee's spouse, child, father, mother, brother, 
sister, father-in-law or mother-in-law. Time off, not to exceed three 
days, will be allowed an affected employee without loss of pay at the 
basic hourly rate. 

If the personal loss necessitates traveling a distance of more 
than 100 miles from the Plant, an additional day with pay will be allowed. 

Military Service: A leave of absence may be granted for a period 
not to exceed 15 calendar days to participants in training with a recog- 
nized military reserve unit. Employees granted such a leave of absence 


and having at least ninety days of employment with the Company, will 
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receive the difference between their base pay and their military pay for 
the period of such leave of absence. Your supervisor can obtain a 
company form which you must have completed by the proper military 
authority. 
A military reserve leave will be granted only once during the 
calendar year. | 
Federal law defines an employee's rights if inducted on a full- 
time basis to the armed forces of the United States. If you Beret to be 
inducted, inform your supervisor. | 
Pregnancy Leaves: An employee who is pregnant must: obtain a 
letter from her physician which will indicate the expected date of con- 
finement and a statement to the effect that the employee is capable of 
working at her regular job. Employees in the production or warehouse 
areas will be laid off at the onset of the eighth month of pregnancy. 
If an employee intends to return to work, a leave of absence may be 
requested for a minimum period of three months, which may be ex- 
tended by the Plant Manager for a period of two additional months. 
An employee on a pregnancy leave of absence may return to work 


any time after four weeks after the date of confinement with a written 


statement from her physician confirming her complete recovery. 


LAY-OFFS 


Should a situation arise where you are temporarily laid off be- 


cause of lack of work, your service time will continue to accumulate as 
if there had been no lay-off. "Service time" is credited employment 
time for calculating your vacation pay, bonuses, insurance and other 
benefits. 
Recall From Lay-offs: 

A notice of recall will be sent by mail to your address on the 
Company records. You will be expected to acknowledge the receipt 
of the letter of recall within three working days and notify the Company 

| 


458 
G.C. Exhibit No. 2 (Cont'd) 
of your intent to report for work within a reasonable time. Failure 
to acknowledge a letter of recall within three working days will be 


considered a voluntary termination. 


RE-HIRE 
A re-hired employee is one who is re-employed after a termina- 
tion and should not be confused with an employee who returns to work 
after a leave of absence or a temporary lay-off. 
Re-hired employees will be subject to rules for new employees, 
and their employment date will be the date of re-hire. 


WHY YOUR REGULAR ATTENDANCE IS IMPORTANT 


Because we all work together, we must depend on each other. 


At Garland we all work at making sweaters; sweaters which begin 


as a raw yarn at one end of our production and come out of the plant as 
a finished product at the other end. This is a manufacturing process 
which we are all working at in one way or another. 

Whether you're working in the yarn winding department, affixing 
the Garland label, or doing any one of the many jobs here at Garland, 
your work is a necessary part of the whole operation. 

That is what we mean when we say "we must depend on each other." 

Obviously, if you are absent from your job, then our work is also 
affected. And because this is the way we all make our living, we are 
interested in everyone being on the job regularly and on time. 

No one, you will find, is unimportant at Garland; everyone is a 
member of a working team. Because this is true, nobody can be absent 
without being missed. Whatever department you are working in and 
whatever your particular operation may be, you are just as necessary 
in manufacturing our product as any one of us. 

That is why we stress the importance of regular attendance and 


being on the job on time. 
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But, unfortunately and despite all we can do to avoid it, some- 


| 
times it is necessary to absent ourselves from the job. This is unavoid- 


| 
When for some reason you must be absent from your job, then you 
| 


able; this is natural. 


(or some member of your family, or a friend) must contact the office 
between 7:30 and 8:30 A.M. on the day you will be absent. This will 
make it possible for us to plan our work accordingly. | 

THE NUMBER TO CALL IS: 846-8151 or 846-8152 | 

An employee absent for three consecutive days without notification 


| 
of the reason for the absence will be subject to dismissal. _ 


WHAT CLOTHES SHOULD YOU WEAR AT WORK? | 

If you are employed in the plant and you work with or next to 
machinery of any kind, it is advisable to wear clothes which do not 
expose you to injury. | 

Although our machines are all equipped with safety guards and 
are inspected periodically, the clothing you wear may increase the 
danger of getting hurt. Thus, dangling bracelets, beads, ornamental 
rings or scarves may become entangled and are not advised. Care 
should also be taken with loosely worn ribbons, head bands, handker- 


chiefs, and any other accessories which may hang loosely. | 


Sturdy shoes which cover your feet are also soogmmeriet Open- 
toes shoes and summer sandals give you little protection from the 
bruises and abrasions which could result from contact with the racks, 
carts, machine-beds, or boxes which we use in our work. ! 

Your safety is our first concern and you can help by dressing 
wisely. | 

We have an active employee Safety Committee which meets regu- 
larly and makes frequent safety tours throughout the plant. You can 
help this committee by being alert to any condition escaping the notice 


of this committee and reporting it to your supervisor. 
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IF YOU SMOKE 
Smoking is permitted only in the areas set aside for that purpose 
and clearly posted by the Safety Committee. 
The danger of fire caused by careless smoking is of serious con- 


cern to all of us. Our safety and our jobs are at stake. 


So if you smoke, respect these signs and smoke only in those 


posted areas. 
Any employee ignoring this safety regulation by smoking in an 


unauthorized area may be immediately dismissed. 


THE TELEPHONE 
Because our telephones must be reserved for business calls only, 
pay phones have been installed at convenient locations to accommodate 
your personal needs. 
Should it be necessary for you to use the pay phone during work- 


ing hours, obtain your supervisor's permission. 


LUNCHROOMS 
Lunchrooms have been provided for your convenience. Please do 


your part to keep them clean and orderly. 


THE CLINIC 
At Garland we have a modern well-equipped clinic with a full- 
time attendant to take care of our health needs. 
Among the services provided by the clinic are: 
1. A pre-placement physical examination for all applicants for 
employment. 
Immediate treatment of sudden illness or injuries suffered 
by employees. 
Polio and Flu injections at cost. 
Administration of the Garland Blood Bank providing blood 


at no cost and without delay to any Garlander or member of 


461 
G.C. Exhibit No. 2 (Cont'd) 
his or her immediate family. This blood program is main- 
tained by periodic visits by the Bloodmobile to Garland and 
the organization of volunteer blood donors to replenish the 
blood bank. All Garland employees enjoy the EEE of 


this life-saving blood program. 


PAID HOLIDAYS 
After you have been working at Garland for three months you will 
be paid for the following holidays as they occur: 


New Year's Day January 1 : 
Good Friday Friday before Easter — 


Independence Day July 4 
Labor Day First Monday in September 
Thanksgiving Day 4th Thursday in November 


Half day before Christmas The last working day before 
Christmas 


Christmas Day December 25 | 
Your pay for these holidays will be figured at your basic hourly 
rate of pay for 8 hours. 

Should any of these holidays occur on a Sunday, that holiday will 
be observed on the following day. 

Should any of these holidays occur on a Saturday, it will be con- 
sidered as a paid holiday and you will receive an extra day's 

pay for that week, or the Company may choose to close the plant 
on the preceding Friday in observance of the holiday. | 

Should any of these holidays fall within your vacation period, you 
will receive that day's pay in the pay week following your return 
to work. | 

Any unauthorized absence on the working day before or the 
working day after a paid holiday as outlined above will automat- 


ically result in a loss of pay for that holiday. 


462 
G.C. Exhibit No. 2 (Cont'd) 
VACATIONS 


Every person who works at Garland gets two weeks vacation 
every year. After you have been with Garland for two months, you will 
receive vacation pay based on a percentage of your earnings. And this 
percentage increases with your number of years of employment with 
Garland. (Thus, after six years, your vacation pay is more than two 
weeks pay!) 

Our two vacation weeks are usually one week about the beginning 
of July and one week around Christmas. 

Your vacation pay is based on a percentage of your total earn- 
ings figured from the first payroll week in the previous June through 
the last payroll week in November for the December vacation and from 
the first payroll week in the previous December through the last payroll 
week in May for the July vacation. 

The table printed below will help you determine what you will 
get for your vacation pay. Multiply your six-month earnings by the 
percentage you are entitled to: 

LENGTH OF EMPLOYMENT YOUR VACATION PAY 


One year or less 2% of total earnings (from 
June through Nov. or 
from Dec. through May) 


One to two years 2-1/2% 


Two to three years 3% 

Three to four years 3-1/2% 

Four to five years 4% 

Five to six years 4-1/2% 

Six years and over 5% 

The minimum vacation pay for anyone eligible is 10 hours at 
the basic hourly rate. 
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If you started working for Garland after April 30, you will receive 
no pay for the July vacation. If you started working after October 31, 
you will receive no pay for the December vacation. But in either case 
you will be credited with the time you worked for the following vacation 
period. Of course, you must be working for Garland at vacation time in 
order to be entitled to receive your vacation pay. | 
| 


A CHRISTMAS BONUS | 
For many years now it has been the practice for Garland to give 
Christmas bonuses to all its employees at the beginning of the holiday 
season in December. The Christmas bonus is based on length of 
service with Garland and is apportioned according to the following 
table: | 
Class 1 Five years service or more $75.00 


Class 2 Two to five years service 37.50 
Class 3 One to two years service 25.00 


Class 4 Less than one year but at least 
3 months service 10.00 
GARLAND INSURANCE PROTECTION FOR EMPLOYEES 
After you have worked at Garland for six months, you will re- 
ceive five kinds of insurance benefits at no cost to you. These policies, 
described below and explained in a separate booklet prepared for you, 
constitute an employee protection plan that is second to none in the 
industry. | 
1. LIFE INSURANCE. Beginning with a $2,000 life insurance 
policy, this plan provides for increasing amounts of life insurance with 
length of service. After six years of service with Garland, this life 
insurance will have increased to a maximum of $5,000 depending upon 
length of employment. 
2. ACCIDENTAL DEATH, DISMEMBERMENT, OR LOSS OF 
SIGHT. This is additional protection which also increases from a $30 
of service. 
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3. ACCIDENT AND SICKNESS INSURANCE. This policy pro- 
vides you with a'weekly income if you are disabled as a result of a 
non-occupational accident or a sickness for which benefits are not 
payable under any workmen's compensation law. This is extra pro- 
tection for you and your family at no cost to you. 

4. HOSPITAL EXPENSE BENEFITS. (Blue Cross) 

5. SURGICAL EXPENSE BENEFITS. (Blue Shield). These two 
related insurance plans which Garland provides for all its employees 
are most liberal and up to date. Separate booklets explaining in detail 
the many extra benefits of these plans have been distributed by the 
Personnel Department and are available upon request. 

Garland has also made it possible for you to obtain the same 
Blue Cross and Blue Shield policies to cover your family at a small 
expense to you (an expense which you may have deducted from your 
weekly pay check). 


GARLAND'S PROFIT SHARING PLAN 
Starting with the fiscal year which began on May 1, 1966, all 
Garland employees over 21 years of age with over six months' of 
service will be included in Garland's Profit Sharing Plan. An explana- 
tion of the plan will be distributed to all eligible employees. 


THE BEAUFORT GARLANDER 
The Beaufort Garlander is our newspaper; it appears every 
other month and tells about the things that are happening in the depart- 
ments, in the Company, and in the market. 


It is written and edited by Garland employees who gather material 


for each issue. | You will meet the Beaufort Garlander reporter in your 


department who will invite you to contribute news items and pictures 
for publication. 


The important employee and Company events of the year are 
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always fully reported in The Beaufort Garlander with picture spreads, 


special photo inserts, and with coupons and announcements in advance 


of these happenings. 


SOME GENERAL COMPANY RULES | 
Certain work rules governing the conduct and actions of employees 
must be adhered to by all employees to insure efficient operations and 
successful employee relations. The rules have been designed to pro- 
tect the welfare of the employee and the Company. Failure of an em- 
ployee to abide by these rules will be sufficient cause for disciplinary 
action. Such action may be in the form of a warning, suspension or 
discharge depending upon the seriousness of the offense and the cir- 
cumstances involved. The following instances will constitute sufficient 
cause for disciplinary action: 
1. Reporting for work under the influence of intoxicants of 
narcotics or consuming the same during the working day. | 
2. Carrying unauthorized weapons of a dangerous nature on or 
off Company property during the working day. 
3. Refusing to perform duties as assigned. 
4, Violating Company safety rules. 
5. Smoking other than in approved areas. 
6. Failing to comply with Company orders, procedures, standard 
practices, manuals and handbooks. | 
7. Taking or having unauthorized possession of property of the 
Company, another employee or the public. 
8. Removing material, equipment, records or other property of 
the Company from the Company premises without authorization. 
9. Destroying material, equipment, records or other property of the 
Company or another employee deliberately and without authorization. 
10. Defacing, neglecting, being careless with material, equipment, 


records or other property of the Company. 
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11. Tampering with, removing, or opening Company locks without 
authorization. 

12. Engaging in immoral or indecent conduct. 

18. Gambling on or off Company premises during the wo rking day. 

14. Making false statements or supplying false information to 
other employees or on any Company records, including the employment 
application form. 

15. Being convicted of any crime. 

16. Failing to be at your place of work ready for work at your 
regular starting time and immediately following lunch and relief periods. 

17. Preparing to leave work before the start of lunch or break 
periods. Taking excess of time for preparing to leave work before one's 
normal quitting time. 

18. Engaging in horse play or rowdyism during the working day. 

19. Fighting on or off Company premises during the working day. 

20. Being repeatedly absent or tardy or failing to report absence 
promptly. 

21. Involving the Company in garnishments, wage assignments, 
collection or dunning letters. 

22. Restricting production, output or service willfully. 

23. Leaving the Company premises or assigned work locations 
during working hours without authorization except as required by your 
job. 

24. Sleeping during working hours. 

25. Performing duties unsatisfactorily. 

26. Using Company material, equipment, records, property or 
time for personal gain, including accepting gifts or equities. 

27. Making disparaging statements or spreading rumors which 
might injure the Company's reputation or product. 


28. Engaging in any form of solicitation or selling during work- 


ing hours without authorization. 
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29. Being unsuitably dressed or presenting an unclean ae untidy 
appearance during the working day. | 
30. Using abusive or vulgar language in the presence of other 


employees. 


31. Failing to report promptly an accident involving Company 
| 


employees equipment or property. 

32. Being inattentive to your work, loafing, loitering, or visiting 
excessively with fellow employees during working hours. | 

33. Bringing radios or TV sets into the Plant unless authorized 
by the Plant Manager. 

The above is intended to cover in a general way the rules govern- 
ing the conduct and actions of employees, but the Company will take 
such disciplinary action as may be justified by any other problem that 
was not specifically listed above. | 

The above rules may be added to or changed by the compas from 
time to time. 

Employees will be notified in advance of any such additions or 
changes. Your supervisor is charged with the responsibility for main- 
taining discipline in his work group. However, the best discipline is 
self-discipline. Each employee has the responsibility and Cpeeascn to 
conform to the work rules. If you do your part, it will not be pecooeary 
for your supervisor to take disciplinary action. 


COMPLAINT PROCEDURE 
In the normal conduct of operations, the management must fre- 
quently make decisions that affect employees. But if at any time you 
feel that a management decision affects you unfairly, the following 
procedure has been set up to answer your questions and clarify the 
problem. | 
1. First, take the matter up with your supervisor. Your 


| 
supervisor should have an answer for you within three working days. 
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2. If you find that the answer from the supervisor is not satis- 
factory, he (or she) will help you to state the facts of the case in writing, 
and within seven calendar days the complaint will be presented to the 
Plant Manager. A meeting will be scheduled with you, your supervisor, 
anyone else who may contribute to a satisfactory solution of the problem 
and the Personnel Manager. 

3. Within seven celandar days following this meeting, you will 
be informed of the decision made in your case. 

4. Youwill be paid your regular hourly rate for any time you 
spend during the regular working hours attending this meeting. 


PART-TIME EMPLOYEES 

If you are scheduled to work less than 30 hours per week, you are 
conSidered a part-time employee. As a part-time employee you are 
entitled to participation in all company benefits except group insurance 
and coverage under the pension plan, except as detailed below. 
Holidays - If you have been employed at least three months prior to a 
holiday, you will be paid for one-fifth the number of hours you are 
scheduled to work in a week. For example, if you are scheduled to 
work 25 hours a week, you would be paid for 5 hours at your regular 
hourly rate for a holiday. 
Vacation - You will be paid for vacation on the same basis as a regular 
employee (a percentage of your earnings based on the length of service 
with the Company). 
Christmas Bonus - You will receive one-half the amount of the bonus 
for the Class in which you fall, based on the length of service. 


Part-time to Full-time - If you are a part-time employee and change 


to full-time employment, your benefits will be computed from your 
original date of hire for insurance and pension purposes for a maximum 
of five years credit. When you change from part-time to full-time 


employment, you should receive group insurance enrollment cards 
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within two weeks after the change. If you do not receive insurance 
enrollment cards, notify your supervisor. | 
Full-time to Part-time - When you change from full-time to part- 
time empioyment your insurance and pension coverage is suspended 
as long as you remain in a part-time status. When you return to 
full-time employment, the rules in the previous paragraph (Part- 


time to Fuli-time) will apply. 


A BRIEF HISTORY OF GARLAND 
Gariand is one of the strongest companies in the women's 
sportswear industry. It is also one of the pioneers. In 1937, when 


Garland was founded, there was practically no such thing as a sports- 


wear industry. Most people up to that time had never worn sports 


clothes. Sweaters were worn mostly to keep people warm, and no 
one had thought of the idea of sweaters in fashion colors to match with 
other clothes. | 

But things were due to change, and Garland is one of tn firms 
that made them change. Garland was founded by the Bernat family. 
(Members of this family still manage the Company.) The name Bernat 
was already well known for hand knitting yarns -- and especially for 
beautiful coiors. The Bernat people were masters of dyeing and 
blending colors in wool. When they founded Garland, they brought 
new and beautiful colors into sweaters. That's how Garland got its 
start. | 

It was not an easy start. In 1937, times were not good. 
Although there was no sportswear industry, there were many firms 
knitting the standard type of sweaters, and competition was severe. 
Garland knew that it had to make a better sweater than anybody 
else. It concentrated on skilled people. (Some of those skilled 


craftsmen from those early years still work at Garland.) Within 
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a few years, quality began to tell, and Garland sweaters began to get 
their reputation for great workmanship and great colors. 

For the next twenty-three years, Garland grew steadily and 
solidly. During that time, it developed new sweater fibers and new 
textures that helped to spread its name among millions of school 
and college girls. Then in 1961, the Company decided to make skirts 
and pants in colors to match the sweaters. Here too, competition 
was already strong. Here too, Garland had to fight with quality to be 
successful in this bigger market. 

Today, Garland is the largest and steadiest supplier of sweater 
and skirt outfits in the Junion Market: that is, the young women's 
market. Some of its biggest competitors also do a good business in 
this market, and Garland must always be trying to stay ahead of 
them. The stores that sell Garland things need all the things that - 
"go together’ these days, and Garland now also makes shirts, sports 
hosiery and cotton sportswear too. Besides the sweater mills in 
Jamaica Plain, the Company operates two sportswear factories in 
the South. All the sweaters you help to make, and all the skirts and 
pants and other things that other Garlanders make, go to the central 
Garland warehouse in Brockton, from where they are shipped direct 
to the stores. 


Because this is such a fast moving industry, and because 


competition is always ready to step in, Garland must keep looking 
for additional things to keep the stores supplied with the right 
merchandise. That is why, in 1966, the Company launched a brand 
new line of sweaters, skirts, pants, shirts and hosiery under the 
name "Edward Warren." These clothes are somewhat more 
sophisticated than the Garland things, and they come in different 
colors and fabrics. Thus, as this is written, the Company is now 


marketing two different brands -- "Garland" and "Edward Warren" 


: 
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-- always in the effort to stay as strong and steady as always, for 


the sake of the Company itself and for the sake of all the people who 


work for it. 
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GARLAND KNITTING MILLS OF BEAUFORT, 
S.C. 
Employees as of March 7, 1966 


Shipping Dept. 


Audrey Brown 
Ciara Alston 
Jack Jones 
James Lynard 


Maintenance 
Freddie Wearrien 
Mack Cartledge 
Paui Nix 
Bernon Vickers 


Final Insp. 
Rose Waihfeidt 
Ciaudette Fehrmann 
Christine Irby 
| 


Service Giris 
Irene Ferguson (*Worker 18-1/4 hrs. during week 3/4. 
Justine King ( N.O.P 3/12. History card indicates 
Judy Trisler ( termination (Did not return from leave - 
*Patricia Prince ( no date), Name appears on voting list 
Sarah Gainey ( of April 6th. Did not vote. Blue/Cross 
Judith Matics ( insurance coverage carried through 
Elizabeth Crosby ( 9/1/66. 
Neil Beasley 
Sybili Elliott 
Alice Ebbs 
Ruth Jones 
Louise Wilds © 
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Wardell Marsh 
Jessie Johnson 
Lillia Ravenell 
Thelma Crosby 


Cutting Dept. 
Atholse Benton 


Jacob Malphrus 
Marshall Hiddleson 
Carolyn Miller 
Jerry Simmons 
James Smith 
Arthur Smalls 
John Smith, Jr. 
James L. Sheppard 
Cathy Nix 

Annis Mullins 
Julie Trebella 
Amelia Lyerly 
Zelda Nolan 
Shirley Arthur 
Reginald Bowers 
Robert Salinas 
James Turpin 


Line 

Lois Knotts 
Margie Allen 
Lillie Brown 
Birdie Harvey 
Eleanor Sutphin 
Carrie Wilson 
Susan Gilbert 
Rose Lem 
Ruthie Chislam 
Jennie Bennett 
Thelma Thomas 
Annie Murray 
Helen Coleman 
Alice Corle 
Barbara Driver 


Tops Line 


Jamet Holmquist 
Katie Mae Fields 
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Evelyn Houston 
Josie Mae Webb 
Alice Carter 
Rebecca Ward 
Mikiko Nowak 
Jenelle Jenkins 
Ruby Orr 

Dora Jackson 
Carmen Amely 
Clara Bailey 
Estelie Beverly 
Ethel Booker 
Maryanne Noe 
Hazel Carter 
Gertrude Wright 
Helen Brown 
Eiko Platner 
Alice Matthews 
Tereather Orr 
Dorothy Tucker 
Dorothy George 
Edith Wetzell 
Rosa Flint 
Wiliie Grant 
Rebecca Ready 
Arabelie Watson 


Pants Line 
Luia Frazier 
Frances Compton 
Ethel Eugene 
Nora Milledge 
Cariena Fields 
Eula Gailitin 
Rounette Altman 
Mozelle Wester 
Mary Parker 
Evelyn Ramsey 
Dorothy Mitchell 
Julia White 
Mary Dacus 
Rena Swinton 
Hazel Hogan 
Wilhelmenia Morrall 
Jessie Crapse 
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Eva Wright 
Janett Hayward 
Deloris Williamson 
Elizabeth Powers 
Vera Ford 

Julia Dortch 
Amanda Martin 
June Inabinett 
Katherine Hinson 
Rebecca Frazier 
Cecile Bailey 
Nora Powell 
Alma Kelson 

Les Dilsaver 
Beulah McGaston 
Shirley Lindsey 
Julia Williams 
Reba Woods 
Marie Mixson 
Galla Lowery 
Mabel Benton 

Ida Mae Polite 
Alta Matheny 
Mary Littlejohn 
Susanne Fitzgerald 
Barbara Trogton 
Mary Foreman 
Bernice Saunders 
Catherine Milledge 
Shirley Gardner 
Bertha Mervin 
Akiyo Richter 
Annie McLeod 
Willie Mitchell 
Frances Ward 
Joyce Smith 
Dorothy Alston 
Geneva Hinson 
Odessa Willis 
Maude Daniels 
Georgia Brown 
Lenora Brown 
Clara Jones 

Dora Smith 
Henrietta Gadson 


Verona Hanson 
Annie Jones 
Ella Deiong 
Edna Carter 
Neva Smith 
Jessie Saunders 
Deiores Shinn 
Alma Priester 
Charlies Ann Reed 
Giadys Pope 
Sarah Hamilton 
Elia Amey 
Dorothy Doe 
Mary Bowers 
Eartine Young 
Bingta Everett 
Shirley Mayberry 
Carrie Clark 
Gloria Hill 
Winnefred Dowling 
Carolyn Johnson 
Tryal Brown 
Sarah Bing 
Gloria Kye 
Louvenia Smalls 
Laura Greene 
Rosa Owens 
Cathy Heck 
Louise Baggett 
Tone Allen 
Eloise Garrett 
Dorene Crumley 
Judith Lambert 
Bobbie Gohagen 
Bettye Gray 
Christine Smalls 
Mary Jo Melvin 
Miyoko Harris 
Lois Godiey 
Mary Bryan 
Tomoka Smith 
Willie Goff 
Anne Paulovick 
Gioris Sinkeler 
Eva Salinas 
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Bertha Miller ( On leave 
Elizabeth Antitony ( Still Employed 
Alene Jones 
Ruby Jones 

Skirt Line 
Mary Gregory 
Sumiko Greenfield 
Linda DeVans 
Bernice Allen 
Helen Smith 
Mary Sullivan 
Luch Bork 
Jessie Gibson 
Dorothy McLeod 
Mary Beuton 
Ruby Adams 
Lueinda Simmons 
Shirley Jackson 
Shirley Greene 
Julia Frazier 
Mary L. Brown 
Elsie Nettles 
Bertha Lee Bolden 
Diana Belaney 


Trim & Inspect 
Elizabeth Walters 


Elaine Curtiss 
Wilhelmenia Major 
Nelson Patterson 
Irma Smith 
Jannie Benson 
Janice Mervin 
Ruby Blanchard 
Rita Weaver 
Marion Haynes 
Vivian Allen 
Mary Cooler 
Queen Brown 
Alice Binnen 
Inez Frazier 
Virginia Hroske 
Catherine Brown 
Marion Way 
Rebecca Black 
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Fannie Crosby 
Leila Smith 


Pressers 
Danny Morgan 
Catherine Smalls 
Edna Ray 
Mary Ellison 


Pants Line 
Eugenia Norton 
Mirian Vaigneur 
Nancy Westbrook 
Ruby Wright 
Peggy Blackiston 


Skirt Line 
Freddie Moultris 
Dorothy Adams 
Dorothy Way 
Linda Gay 
Madeline Brown 
Paricia Hall 
Mary McHaffie 
Frances Cottle 
Redeil Hampton 
Maxine Trupin 
Katherine Bowers 
Deiores Bottegal 
Mary L. Jackson 
Cariis Jo Barbour 
Maggie Bailey 
Carrie Scott 
Dorothy Waiker 
Dorothy Mullings 
Sarah Brown 
Christine Young 
Mary Kloz 
Rebecca Mervin 
Minnie Dempsay 
Willie L. Brown 
Toshiko Kirby 
Carol Hamilton 
Peggy Wright 
Martha King 
Johnnie Powell 
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Carlsen Hageod 
Lucille Nix 
Alvena Parker 
Margaree Smalls 
Sarah Wright 
Rosa Henry 
Shirley Holley 
Lucia Moore 
Izella Simmons 
Blondelle Hagood 
Eller Smith 
Bernice Brown 
Bettie Singleton 
Bernice Canestrilli 
Gladys Peeples 
Kathryn Middleton 
Gladys Gaskins 
Jannie Middleton 
Rachel Young 
Lewis Chaplin 
Hilda Brown 
Florence Albergottie 
Belva Lewis 
Carrie Williams 
Adell Tracy 
Beulah Brown 
Attlee Williams 
Reatter Thompson 
Mabel Roberts 
Wilson Tuten 
Ernestine Milledge 
Annie Glover 
Priscilla Jenkins 
Albertha Lewis 
Paul Fleming 
Cathern Smalls 
Waren Ward 
Robert Jacobs 
Lucille Washington 
Fred Fripp Jr. 
Melvin Morgen 
Clifton L. Daniels 
Vivian Jenkins 
Sally Gooding 
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INTERNATIONAL Lapres’ GAKMENT Woxxers’ UNion 
. AvyiLiaTED WITH THE AF.L-C.1O. 
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MEMBERSHIP APPLICATION CARD 


WNTERNATIONAL LADIES’ GARMENT WORKERS UNION, AF. L-C. L 0. 


Seatheastera Regions! Odice: 1065 Cordon St. S. W., Aulanta, Ca. 


L NS OO Barnes s —- -ateanmnainna OW employed 
by. tr. b hyoitinng Spaiha 


° 
do deredy vomuatarily select the Incernational Ladies’ Carment Workers’ Union as my represents, the 
purpoeme of cullewtive Daren ting utder the Federa! and State Lawe coveringqsuch matters. T| ion 
what concinue im full force and effect from the date herwol, and [ hereh: to adiele by @i and 

trethed by the Union and my employer on wages. hours a Ah. of 
C D FT eaties’ Garment 


ote zor 
an in establishing com- 
lations governing wages, 
reat and is irrevocable. 


i/or the Treasurer of Trustee of 

wastes earned. or bonus to be paid to 

mt, art pay promptly to the International 
includes initiation fees and assessments) which 


J become operative contemporaneous with the effective date 

ployer and the Caen ancl shall be irrevocable for a period 

y ‘acreement. whichever occurs sooner: and I axree and direct that 

be ‘sha! be automatically renewe!. ant shall be irrevocaile for succes 

or (ne perio of each succeiing applicable collective agreement between the 

or shall be shorter, unless written notice is civen by to the Employer and 

7 (20) days and noe lees than ten (10) days prior to the expiration of each period 
 appicunie collective agreement between the Employer and the Union, whichever 


TT) sit jon > made pursuant te the provisions of Section 302 (¢) of the Labor-Management Relations 


a Cae Ne ge inet. WOM S A ata ai 
Dae te J oE SE RL, Bot 1S. enn, SL, 


wh; 


? 
tb 


o 


4 
a 
v 


fen. 


Aca! 4 


Doreen Cierny, 
TAtyy Ponhes 3-/- 


ov eb Ames etensys os ie aw 


€! JONS BOARD 


BIT OY Lely 


BEST copy AV. 
from the eriginal bow 


481 


GENERAL COUNSEL'S EXHIBIT NO. 29 


INTERNATIONAL LADIES’ GARMENT Worxexs’ Union 
AvriiaTED WITK THE AF.L.-C.LO. 


APPLICATION FOR MEMBERSHIP end CHECK-OFF AUTHORIZATION 
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GENERAL COUNSEL'S EXHIBIT NO. 173 


TERMINATION OF EMPLOYMENT 
DATE 8/31/66 | 


NAME Julia Frazier 
CLOCK # 


LAST DAY WORKED 5/27/66 


OPERATION PERFORMED _ Operator 


REASON FOR SEPARATION | 
(CHECK ONE) | 


/X_/ QUIT / 7 DISCHARGED /—/ LAY-OFF 


( ) Has another job Incompetence 
( ) Work unsuitable Discipline 
(x) Family reasons Attendance 
() To return to school UncO-operative 
Would not follow 
) To get another job Supervisor's instructions 
) Unknown Non- productive 
) Pay unsatisfactory Bad work | 
) Sick Perment-not subject 
) Misconduct for recall 
) Refused to transfer Temporary-subject for | 


to another operation recall | 


FULL EXPLANATION OF SEPARATION _ Has other interests - 


Not interested in future with Company. 


WOULD YOU RE-EMPLOY ()yes_ (x) no 


Original signed by 
A. Van Schyndel 
Signature of Supervisor 
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GENERAL COUNSEL'S EXHIBIT NO. 174 
August 24, 1966 
Dear Edward, 


I think its about time I brought you up to date on things here in 
Beaufort. 

The Union headquarters here has just put up a "For Rent" sign 
and the Negro organizer has moved out of the trailer he had rented. 
So we might expect it to be all quiet on the South Carolina front for 
a while. 

At the same time, I'm cleaning house here by: eliminating the 
more suspect and troublesome people but only when their performance 
record gives us! some justification. I think its extremely important 
for us to move very circumspectly against those who have been burrs in 
our ass. There’ are a few we know very well but there are others who 
supported their ‘bid without ever declaring themselves. These are the 
ones I have tried to smoke out. Don't forget (as if you could! ), there 
were one hundred and three "Yes''votes. 

So the first problem has been to find out who they were even 
though we must' resign ourselves to the fact that we'll never know who 
they were. Nevertheless, I'm sure I have depleted their ranks. 

Doreen Crumley's friendship with Marg Gregory troubled me 


when I found out how chummy they were. I remember your qualms on 


that score too. So right after vacation I swapped Mary for Pat Capps, 


our receptionist, who has proven to be not only a more comforting 
presence but a more efficient secretary too. Then yesterday I called 
Mary into my office and told her that I was putting her back on a 
machine in the shop. But after working in the office she couldn't 


stomach that idea so she was separated yesterday. 
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Yesterday I canned two balky (and fortunately, non-productive 
as well) operators and one today. These, I'm sure, were part of 
that crowd. Rebecca and Alice remain but they are such expellent 
workers and are careful to give us no cause for complaint, that 
I figure they can't do us much harm in a shop where we are winning 
the increasing respect and loyalty of all the others. I don't think 
that we should demonstrate an open hostility to these few by “framing” 
them and thereby making martyrs of them. This would redound to 
our discredit. We'll get them in due time without recourse to 
manipulations which might give us legal justification but which 
would be transparently created just to get them. These people may 
be largely unschooled but they're not stupid; we cannot affort to 
risk the charge of persecuting people for their union affiliations or 
support. (I can appreciate your impatience and I agree with your 
objective but I don't want to make them popular heroes by acting 
impetuously against them.) | 

Since I started writing this two hours ago I fired a Lucille 
Feli for poor performance and "too many repairs." She was one 
who once asked Anita if she would have a chance to vote for the 
union again! 

I enjoyed judging the beauty pageant last week-end. 
know, it really caught me by surprise when so many of the girls 
asked me to feel their legs and thighs to judge how firm the ir 
flesh was and how genuine their curves. You didn't tell me that 
judging would be so exciting! Needless to say, you weren't missed. 
I can hardly wait for next year's Water Festival. But I must admit 
that I was really tired out at the end of that two day trial., Grace 
is wondering why I lack zest lately. I wonder why! | 


I made arrangements with Larry for a more up-to-date and 


more complete line of garments to display here for employee 


G.C. Exhibit No. 174 (Cont'd) 


cash sales. We'll make it possible for the people here to order 
many of the Fall sweaters and skirts. They are beginning to realize 
that Garland is a major sweater manufacturer and this is a revela- 
tion to many of them. 

Next week I am expecting to host David Wolfe, our prospective 
Personnel man for Warrenton. Should I stress or emphasize any- 
thing in particular with him? Shall I plan to spend any time with 
him in Warrenton? 

I'm finding so many areas here that require some attention 
that I'm sure I can give Mr. Wolfe a fairly comprehensive picture 
of what it means to work on Personnel and problems relating there- 
to. I'll have our new clinic in operation with Doctor Burns Jones on 
hand for a couple of hours each week, a reorganization of our 
parking lot and ‘a defined system of parking, a full meeting of our 
editorial staff for a discussion of our next Garlander, and I'm even 
having a job done on my teeth by a local dentist. So you can see 
that we'll be busy. 

It should interest you to know that I have added some racial 
variety to our office by moving Peggy Blackiston into it to work for 

and at this point I talked to you on the phone so good- 
bye again and best wishes. 


GENERAL COUNSEL'S EXHIBIT NO. 175 


Sept. 15, 1966 
Dear Edward and Arnold, 


This is to bring you up to date on the situation in Beaufort: 


On the whole, the situation here continues to be encouraging in most 


respects. This despite the sticky situation that prevailed immediately 


following the termination of thirty people last Friday. As was to be 


G.C. Exhibit No. 175 (Cont'd) 


expected, a wave of rumors followed on Monday and Tuesday but the 
tension is gradually dissipating. The distribution of the Garland 
identification cards all neatly typed in plastic cases contributed in 
allaying the fears that predominated at the beginning of the week. 
That card, Arnold, is a very effective secret weapon and Particularly 
impressive in a provincial community like this one. 

But we haven't heard the end of this yet, Iam sure. ‘The. 
termination of thirty people to reduce our work force could have been 
effected without any difficulty whatsoever if it weren't for the un- 
fortunate inclusion of a few whose record of attendance and production 
happens to be above reproach. Their records are so good that I'm 
inclined to believe that they were advised to build their defenses 
some time ago against any discriminitory action against them. They 
have a strong case if they protest, and I'm certain that they intend to. 
The trouble is that they may now be able to force the rehiring of all 


thirty terminated. I don't know, but they may now become| the 


spokesmen for the others. I'm afraid we acted with undue impatience. 
But be that as it may, we are proceeding with an active program 

to give our people a feeling of belonging. Today we started on the 

Lock-jaw immunization program and inoculated 122 people in an hour. 

Next Tuesday we'll complete the inoculation of the rest. The line-up 

and the jabbing provided enough hilarity and the subject for some 

photos and a story for the next Beaufort Garlander. Incidentally, the 

last issue of our paper was received with a great deal of interest and 

it warmed the cockles of my heart to see so many tuck it carefully 

into their purse to bring home. I thought that Susan Gilbert's story 

of her trip to Boston was too good to delete or condense. I thought 

its naivete priceless. | 

I had no material from Warrenton so I wrote what I printed 


just to represent the paper as the organ of both plants. And the 
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photos were left over from my last trip there. Having little faith in 
the journalistic ability of Frank Leo, I'm going to depend on Dave 

Wolf (for now) to keep me informed of what's going on in Warrenton for 
the next issue. 

Marvin and I had lunch this week with Moody, Boyer, Pike, and 
a few others who have more than a casual interest in if, when, and 
where we are going to build and expand our operation. So Marvin 
and I had a free lunch and much to the chagrin of our hosts, had 
nothing specific to tell them. Mr. Pike at one juncture phrased it 
succintly: "We don't want to get caught napping,"’ he said and I was 
tempted to ask him whatever made him think that he was wide awake 
anyway. 

Our bowling league has caught on and persists as a proud 
illustration of Garland’s thesis that Negro and White can play as well 
as work together harmoniously. At first, onlookers at the bowling 
alleys were startled at the sight of their white Southern brethren 
consorting with their "inferiors.” And it gave me great pleasure to 
upset these rednecks. I sensed a certain squeamishness on the part 
of our own people too at first because this, after all, flew in the face 
of that lily white custom that has made the South what it is. Now, 


after these first few weeks, we have a good thing going with more 


than a token percentage of Negroes mixed with whites (about 


nineteen out of forty-five). Perhaps you can now appreciate my 
persistence in pursuing those bowling shirts that mean so much to 
our people. I bowl with them as a "roving substitute” which gives 
me the opportunity to bowl with different teams and remain in 
close touch with all of the people in the league. 

I have also extended an invitation via the Chamber of Com- 
merce to interested clubs in the area to take advantage of a 


conducted tour and lecture-fashion show which I am preparing now. 
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In the early part of October we will host our first party of about 
thirty women from Parris Island who will be conducted through the 
plant, will be served an iced drink and cookies and will be shown 
some of our things on two models, a white girl and a Negro girl 
(Carol Skinner and Dora Jackson), both workers here. I will lecture 
them on the history of Garland and its place in the industry and will 


illustrate by showing our models wearing some of our classic styles 


and fabrics. It should make a good program and an impressive one. 
This is one aspect of public relations that we have done little with in 
the past. | 

The recent employee discount sale (I don't call it "cash" sale 
because "discount" sale sounds better) was also a very successful 
one. We displayed the garments for a full week and took, I think, 
about five or six thousand dollars worth of orders. One woman I 
saw wrote a check for $150.00 worth and this was all for immediate 
family. Many of the orders, unfortunately, were not filled! despite 
our understanding with Brockton that we were only showing styles 
and colors that were available in depth enough to fill our orders. 
Now we are in the process of revising our display to show them 
again next week and thus give our people a second crack at them. 
This sale was an historic event and an effective employee morale 
builder. But more than that, it showed them that Garland is a “big” 


outfit that makes so many beautiful things that they never would have 


a chance to buy anywhere. I told them that they were selecting from 
the largest display south of New York City at a price that! was 
offered to no human being outside of this or the Warrenton plant. 
Come to think of it, perhaps I should become a salesman. 
Attendance is good this week, the plant is humming outside 
my two doors and its time for my coffee break. So best wishes to 
both of you. Van 
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RESPONDENT'S EXHIBIT NO. 1 
NEWS EXTRA 


SPECIAL NOTICE TO ALL EMPLOYEES OF GARLAND KNIT 


THE UNION COMMITTEE AND STAFF MET WITH THE GENERAL 
MANAGER OF YOUR PLANT MONDAY, MARCH 7, 1966, AND ASKED 
THAT THE UNION BE RECOGNIZED, BECAUSE WE REPRESENT A 
MAJORITY OF THE EMPLOYEES IN YOUR PLANT. 


THE COMPANY REFUSED TO RECOGNIZE THE UNION, AND TO 
LIVE UP TO THE COMPANY'S LEGAL OBLIGATION TO RECOGNIZE 
THE UNION, EVEN THOUGH THEY KNOW THAT WE REPRESENT 
THE MAJORITY, THEY WOULD LIKE TO STALL FOR TIME, SO 
THEY CAN TRY AND FRIGHTEN YOU FOR TRYING TO DO SOME- 
THING FOR YOURSELVES AND YOUR FELLOW WORKERS. 


WE WILL NOT ALLOW YOU TO BE STALLED IN ANYWAY. WE WILL 
NOT ALLOW THE COMPANY TO DEPRIVE YOU OF YOUR RIGHTS. 
WE WILL USE EVERY LEGAL MEANS, INCLUDING GOING TO THE 
NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD, AND FOR THIS REASON, 

WE DID TODAY FILE A PETITION WITH THE BOARD, ASKING THEM 
TO HOLD AN ELECTION. THIS ELECTION WILL BE HELD BY THE 
GOVERNMENT, AND WILL BE A SECRET BALLOT. 


WE HAVE ASKED THAT THIS ELECTION BE HELD AS SOON AS 
POSSIBLE, AND AT THAT TIME YOU CAN SHOW THE BOSS THAT 
WHEN YOU SIGNED YOUR UNION CARD THAT YOU MEANT BUSINESS. 


COME ON GIRLS, THE FEW OF YOU THAT HAVE NOT SIGNED STILL 
HAVE PLENTY OF TIME TO JOIN THE MAJORITY, AND LETS MAKE 
THIS 100%. 


INTERNATIONAL LADIES' GARMENT WORKERS' UNION 
ORGANIZING COMMITTEE 


491 | 
RESPONDENT'S EXHIBIT NO. 2 


NEWS 
BULLETIN 


THANK YOU, EMPLOYEES OF GARLAND KNIT 


eee) OO 


FOR THE TREMENDOUS RESPONSE OVER THIS PAST WEEK END 


THE INTERNATIONAL LADIES' GARMENT WORKERS’ UNION 
CONDUCTED A CAMPAIGN OF THE EMPLOYEES WORKING IN 
YOUR PLANT THIS PAST WEEK END. YES WE WERE SUCCESS- 
FUL IN SIGNING UP ENOUGH TO HAVE A MAJORITY. IF YOU ARE 
ONE OF THE FEW THAT WE DID NOT TALK WITH, PLEASE CON- 
TACT THE COMMITTEE BELOW. ! 
NOW THAT OUR CAMPAIGN IS OUT IN THE OPEN, WE FEEL SURE 
THE COMPANY WILL TRY TO FRIGHTEN YOU INTO NOT LISTEN- 
ING TO THE TRUTH. AFTER MEETING SO MANY OF YOU WE 
KNOW THAT YOU WILL DO WHAT IS RIGHT FOR YOURSELVES, 
YOUR FELLOW WORKERS AND THE COMMUNITY IN GENERAL. 
480,000 GARMENT WORKERS IN EVERY STATE OF an fea 
MUST BE RIGHT. 
COME ON FELLOW WORKERS LET'S STICK TOGETHER AND GET 
THIS JOB DONE QUICK. I AM SURE YOU REMEMBER THE SAYING: 
TOGETHER WE STAND - DIVIDED WE FALL. IF YOU STAND TO- 
GETHER FOR BETTER WAGES AND WORKING CONDITIONS YOU 
WILL BE HELPING YOURSELF AND THE COMMUNITY IN WHICH 
YOU LIVE. | 
GARLAND KNITTING MILLS ORGANIZING COMMITTEE 


ALICE EBBS IONE ALLEN | 
DORENE CRUMLEY MARY GREGORY 
LUCY M. BORK REBECCA FRAZIER 
DOROTHY WALKER CAROLYN JOHNSON 
EVELYN HOUSTON JULIA FRAZIER 


INTERNATIONAL LADIES' GARMENT WORKERS' UNION AFL-CIO 
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RESPONDENT'S EXHIBIT NO. 


IMPORTANT UNION MEETING 
TUESDAY NIGHT, MARCH 14, 1966 
CARPENTERS HALL 
CORNER OF 10th AVE. & 12th STREET 


PORT ROYAL, SOUTH CAROLINA 


+. ee eS —— eee 


7:30 P. M. 


YOU KNOW A STORY ALWAYS HAS TWO SIDES AND I THINK YOU 
OWE IT TO YOURSELF TO COME TO THE UNION MEETING AND 
HEAR THE OTHER SIDE. I MEAN THE UNION SIDE, AND IT SHOULD 
BE YOUR SIDE. IT IS VERY IMPORTANT THAT YOU ATTEND THE 
MEETING WITH ALL YOUR FELLOW WORKERS. I WILL BE 


LOOKING FORWARD TO SEEING YOU. 


INTERNATIONAL LADIES' GARMENT WORKERS' UNION 
UNION ORGANIZING COMMITTEE 
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SPECIAL UNION MEETING | 
THURSDAY NIGHT, MARCH 31, 1966 
7:30 P. M. 
CARPENTERS HALL 
CORNER OF 10th AVE. & 12th STREET 
PORT ROYAL, SOUTH CAROLINA 


Ee eS ee 


A HEARING CONCERNING THE ELECTION WAS HELD MARCH 28, 
1966 IN THE BEAUFORT COUNTY OFFICE BUILDING BEFORE 
THE NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD, WE EXPECT THAT 
THE GOVERNMENT WILL MAKE IST DECISION SOON AS TO THE 
DATE OF THE ELECTION. A FULL REPORT ON THE HEARING 
WILL BE GIVEN AT THE MEETING. | 


IT IS VERY IMPORTANT THAT EACH ONE OF YOU ATTEND THIS 
MEETING AND HEAR THE FACTS ABOUT THE ISSUES. IT'S YOUR 


ELECTION. IT'S YOUR FUTURE. IT'S YOUR UNION. 


INTERNATIONAL LADIES' GARMENT WORKERS' UNION 
UNION ORGANIZING COMMITTEE 


IONA ALLEN JULIA FRAZIER 
LUCY BORK REBECCA FRAZIER 
DORENE CRUMLEY EVELYN HOUSTON 
ALICE EBBS DOROTHY WALKER 
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RESPONDENT'S EXHIBIT NO. 5 


SPECIAL MEETING 
SUNDAY, APRIL 17, 1966 
3:30 P. M. 
CARPENTERS HALL 
10th AVE. & 12th STREET 
' PORT ROYAL, SOUTH CAROLINA 


"With These Hands" 


THIS FILM TELLS THE STORY OF THE EARLY DAYS OF THE 
I. L. G. UNION. 


THIS MEETING IS VERY IMPORTANT TO ALL EMPLOYEES OF 
GARLAND KNITTING MILLS. COME AND HEAR MORE ABOUT 
THE ELECTION, 


INTERNATIONAL LADIES’ GARMENT WORKERS’ UNION 
| UNION ORGANIZING COMMITTEE 


IONA ALLEN JULIA FRAZIER 
LUCY BORK REBECCA FRAZIER 
DORENE CRUMLEY EVELYN HOUSTON 
ALICE EBBS DOROTHY WALKER 
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RESPONDENT'S EXHIBIT NO. 6 


SPECIAL MEETING 
MONDAY, APRIL 25, 1966 
L.L.G.W.U. HEADQUARTERS 
1808 - A BOUNDARY STREET 
BEAUFORT, SOUTH CAROLINA 


DON'T BE FOOLED BY SWEET TALK GIVEN BY THE BOSSES 
FROM MASSACHUSETTS. : 

ATTEND YOUR UNION MEETING AND HEAR THE TRUTH. 
AS YOU KNOW, YOU HAVE FINALLY HAD YOUR ELECTION 
DATE SET. | 
MAY 13, 1966 IS YOUR DAY.......... | 


A VOTE FOR THE UNION 
Is A VOTE FOR YOURSELF 


VOTE YES FOR THE 1.L.G.W.U. ON MAY 13... 


INTERNATIONAL LADIES' GARMENT WORKERS’ | 
UNION ORGANIZING COMMITTEE 


IONA ALLEN JULIA FRAZIER 
LUCY BORK REBECCA FRAZIER 
DORENE CRUMLEY EVELYN HOUSTON | 
ALICE EBBS DOROTHY WALKER 


RESPONDENT'S EXHIBIT NO. 7 


EVERYBODY COME!! 


To Your Union Meeting 
Monday Night, May 2nd 
At The Union Headquarters, 
1808 A Boundary St. 
Time: 7:30 
BRING SOMEONE WITH YOU!! 


ONLY TWO WEEKS TO GO TILL ELECTION DAY AND VICTORY 
FOR THE EMPLOYEES OF GARLAND... 


INTERNATIONAL LADIES' GARMENT WORKERS' 
UNION ORGANIZING COMMITTEE 
OF GARLAND KNITTING MILLS, 
BEAUFORT, S. C. 
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RESPONDENT'S EXHIBIT NO. 8 


INTERNATIONAL LADIES' GARMENT 
WORKERS' UNION AFL--CIO 


1065 GORDON STREET, S. W. 
ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30310 


Telephone 753-1151 
Area Code 404 


May 4, 1966 
DEAR FRIENDS, GARLAND WORKERS AND THEIR FAMILIES: 


| 

On May 13, the workers at the Beaufort plant of the Garland 
Knitting Company will have an opportunity to vote in a government 
conducted secret ballot election. This vote is important not only to the 
workers, but to their families. For this reason, we are taking this 
opportunity to tell you some important things about the Union for which 
the workers of Garland will be voting, and to ask you some important 
questions. 


The International Ladies' Garment Workers' Union did not 
suddenly discover the problems confronting the workers at the Beaufort 
plant. Why did the Company take so long to make these discoveries? 
Why did they have to wait until the workers joined the Union to discover 
that these were human beings, not just cold figures on the Company's 
profit sheet? Why? Well, if you were a Company, how would you try 
to win an election? You would make promises and promises and more 
promises (and maybe a few threats). You would give away a few hand- 
outs in the name of charity, start a newspaper and hope that everything 
would blow over. | 


| 

The International Ladies' Garment Workers' Union doesn't make 
promises. It doesn't have to, because you will judge it on its past 
record. For 66 years, the Union has been concerned about! workers 
in garment factories as human beings. The Union pioneered in bringing 
holidays, paid vacations and more pay for shorter hours to garment 
workers because we know that people need relaxation and time to be with 
their families. Because of this same concern, the Union pioneered in 
health insurance, sick pay, health mobile units and other benefits for 
garment workers and their families. 


| 

Why is there an International Ladies' Garment Workers' Union? 
Because 66 hears ago a group of garment workers got together and 
decided that if things were going to be better for them and their children, 
the job would have to be done by garment workers. Companies are 
interested in profits and dividends. These garment workers had nothing 
against this, but they believed that they had a right to a better life too. 
What did they do about it? They started this Union, our Union, which 
will now become your Union. They did this for one reason and only one 


Page 
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2 5-4-66 


reason: to better the conditions of garment workers and their families. 
And today, garment workers join the Union and run the Union for 
only one reason -- the same reason. There is no other reason. 


The decision that you must make is whether it is in your best 
interests to rely upon the Company's last-minute promises (or fall for 
threats and rumors) or instead to rely upon a legal contract which 
you help write and which is enforced by a Union which is as strong as 
its 450,000 members throughout the United States of America. 


I shall be in Beaufort on Monday, May 9, at 7:30 P.M., at the 
Union Headquarters at 1808 A Boundary Street. I look forward to 
meeting all Garland workers and their families. I shall be prepared to 
answer any questions you may have about the Union, about the campaigns 
at other Garland plants and so forth. 


Light refreshments will be served. Try to be with us. 


Sincerely, 


Original signed by 
Martin J. Morand 
Director 
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RESPONDENT'S EXHIBIT NO. 9 


YOU LOST YOUR VOTE 
BUT NOT YOUR HEART 


WE ARE GOING TO FILE OBJECTIONS BECAUSE OF THE UNFAIR 
LABOR PRACTICE OF THE EMPLOYER. WE ARE CONFIDENT 
THAT THE GOVERNMENT WILL SET ASIDE THE ELECTION 
BECAUSE OF THESE ILLEGAL ACTIONS. WE HAVE NOT GIVEN 
UP, YOU ARE NOT ALON”, THE FIGHT WILL STILL GO ON UNTIL 
ALL THE WORKERS AT GARLAND KNITTING MILLS ACHIEVE 
THE FULL BENEFIT OF A UNION CONTRACT. | 


ALL YOU HAVE AT THIS TIME IS A LOT OF PROMISES, AND WE 
HOPE THEY ARE KEPT. WE WILL BE AROUND AND MAYBE BY 
US BEING HERE THE COMPANY WILL KEEP THE PROMISES. 


WE WOULD LIKE TO THANK THE COMMITTEE AND ALL THE 
PEOPLE THAT WORKED SO HARD IN THE CAMPAIGN. KEEP 
THE FAITH. | 


INTERNATIONAL LADIES' GARMENT WORKERS' UNION 
A.F.L. - C.1.0. 


J oodeg ‘On 
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RESPONDENT'S EXHIBIT NO. 15 
| 
| 
July 20, 1966 


Dear Mrs. Houston: 


It has come to my attention that you have been stating to other Garland 
employees that Emily Ferguson was making production and ‘was not 
terminated for this reason. You also stated that Emily Ferguson 


was given no reason for her discharge. 


You are reminded that "making" false statements or supplying false 
information to other employees is a violation of Number 14 of "Some 
General Company Rules" printed in our Employee Handbook. 


This is a warning. Any further violation by you of Company Rules 
brought to my attention will result in your immediate discharge. 


These rules are to be observed by all of us. If they do not suit you, 


I'll accept your immediate resignation. 


But as long as you do accept them, I expect you to respect and 
practice them. 


A. Van Schyndel 
Personnel Manager 
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RESPONDENT'S EXHIBIT NO. 20 


| TERMINATION OF EMPLOYMENT 
DATE___Sept.9, 1966 
NAME _ Evelyn Houston 
CLOCK #_ 177 
LAST DAY WORKED _9-9-66 
OPERATION PERFORMED 


REASON FOR SEPARATION 
(CHECK ONE) 


/ QUIT, / 7 DISCHARGED /_ x / LAY-OFF 


Has another job 
Work unsuitable 


( ) Incompetence 
( ) Discipline 
Family reasons () Attendance 
To return to school ( ) UncO-operative 
() 


Moving Would not follow 


Unknown ( ) Non-productive 

Pay unsatisfactory ( ) Bad work 

Sick (x3 Permanent-not subject 
Misconduct for recall 

Refused to transfer () Temporary-subject for 
to another operation for recall 


() 
() 
() 
() 
() 
( ) To get another job Supervisor's instructions 
() 
() 
() 
() 
() 


FULL EXPLANATION OF SEPARATION Reduction in work force - 
Troublesome personality 


WOULD YOU RE-EMPLOY () yes (x no ()? 


Original signed by 
A. Van Schyndel 
Signature of Supervisor 
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———— = 


TERMINATION OF EMPLOY. SENT 


CLOCK #_ /os— 
LAST DAY WORKED. 9- 9-2 
OPERATION PERFORMED___( Sporn for 


REASON FOR SEPARATION 
(CHECK ONS) 


Z 7 QUIT 
) Has another fod Misconduct rmahentenot subject 


Refused to transfer for recall 
to another operation () eae eee for 


4 


To return to school 


& 


( 
( 
( 
( 
( 


To get another job 

Unknow UncO-operative 

Pay unsatisfactory Would not follow 

Sick Sypervisoris instructions 
Hon-=productive 


nA A 


o ” 
\FULL EXPLANATION OF SEPARATI tba cworK force 


(Fes ( ) no 
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RESPONDENT'S EXHIBIT NO. 24 


TERMINATION OF EMPLOYMENT 


DATE __ Sept. 9, 1966 
NAME Alice Ebbs 


CLOCK# 381 


LAST DAY WORKED 9-9-66 


OPERATION PERFORMED Service girls 


REASON FOR SEPARATION 
(CHECK ONE) 


/ / QUT , / DISCHARGED / x / Lay-Off 


Has another job 
Work unsuitable 


( ) Incompetence 
( ) Discipline 
Family reasons ( ) Attendance 
To return to school ( ) UncO-operative 
() 


Moving Would not follow 


Unknown ( ) Non-productive 

Pay unsatisfactory () Bad work 

Sick () Permanent-not subject 
Misconduct for recall 

Refused to transfer &) Temporary-subject for 
to another operation recall 


() 
() 
@ 
() 
() 
( ) To get another job Supervisor's instructions 
() 
() 
() 
() 
() 


FULL EXPLANATION OF SEPARATION _ Reduction in work force 


WOULD YOU RE-EMPLOY (9 yes () No ()? 
: Original signed by 
A. Van Schyndel 
Signature of Supervisor 
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RESPONDENT'S EXHIBIT NO. 25 


TERMINATION OF EMPLOYMENT | 


| 
DATE ___Sept. 9, 1966 

| 
NAME DORENE CRUMLEY | 


CLOCK # 129 
LAST DAY WORKED 9-9-66 


OPERATION PERFORMED 


REASON FOR SEPARATION 
(CHECK ONE) 


/ / Quit / / DICHARGED Ee 


) Has another job ( ) Incompetence 

) Work unsuitable ( ) Discipline 

) Family reasons ( ) Attendance 

) To return to school ( ) UncO-operative 

) Moving () Would not follow 

) To get another job Supervisor's instructions 

) Unknown () Non-productive 

) Pay unsatisfactory () Bad work | 

) Sick (xX Permanent-not subject | 

) Misconduct for recall 

) Refused to transfer () Temporary-subject for | 
to another operation recall 


( 
( 
( 
( 
( 
( 
( 
( 
( 
( 
( 


FULL EXPLANATION OF SEPARATION _ Reduction in work force 
due to cutback in production. 


WOULD YOU RE-EMPLOY &«) yes 


Original signed by 
A. Van Schyndel 


Signature of Supervisor 
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RESPONDENT'S EXHIBIT NO. 238 


FIGURES DON'T LIE 


Edward Bernat has told some of the employees of Garland Knit that 
the Union has spent $75,000 for television and radio advertising. 


THE TRUTH B: 


For a one hour television program on May 8 and for a 
one-half hour TV program on May 12 (7:00 P.M. tonight 


For advertising on Radio Station WSIB, we have spent . . 
For advertising on Radio Station WBEU, we have spent . 108.00 
TOTAL Amount for TV and Radio Advertising 765.90 


Photo-copies of the bills for all advertising to date are included 
with this leaflet. The originals may be inspected at Union Head- 
Quarters, 1808-A Boundary Street. 


That's right. $765.90. NOT $75,000 as Edward Bernat says. Edward 
Bernat has made a lot of other statements--particularly about dues 
and assessments--THAT ARE EQUALLY FALSE. 


So that the employees of Garland may have the facts, we have con- 
tracted for radio time over WBEU (960 on your AM dial) today from 
6:05 P.M. to 6:25 P.M. to answer ANY questions you may have. This 
time will cost $75 and is NOT included in the above total. THE 
UNION IS READY AND EAGER TO DOCUMENT THE TRUTH OF ANY 
CLAIM OR STATEMENT IT HAS MADE. 


THE UNION CAN PROVE THAT MANY OF THE THINGS EDWARD 
BERNAT HAS SAID ARE NOT TRUE. 


Make us prove this claim. Call 524-4275 or 524-3118 anytime be- 
tween 6:05 and 6:25 P.M. today. You may call 524-4275 ANYTIME. 


Watch TV Channel 4 Listen to Radio WBEU 
See Yourself, Your Friends 960 On Your Dial 

On Television. Today, Thursday, May 12 
Today, Thursday, May 12 Call 524-4275 or 524-3118 
7:00 P.M., Channel 4 for answers to questions. 
Charleston, S.C. 6:05 P.M. to 6:25 P.M. 


sO ae OK 
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TELEVISION PARTY 


All of the employees of Garland Knit are invited to a Television 
Party at Union Headquarters to watch the TV Show tonight at 
7:00 P.M. 


HEADQUARTERS WILL BE OPEN FROM 5 P.M. to 9 P.M. 


1808-A Boundary Street ++ Refreshments ++ Everyone is Welcome 


> 
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commpavems, WIV - TELEVISION 


(Acoreved 1986 by AAAA and 


NARTB. See (ver) 
FIRST CHARLESTON CORP. 
CHARLESTON, $. C. 


(WCIV.Tel.,--Mt--Pleasant,-8. C. 


(Ptace and Date) 


of South Carolina 
one _bour program &.1.1/2. br. -program----» specified below: 
(Advwertioer) F 
NAME OF PROGRAM: 


TIMES TOTAL TOTAL 
PER WEEX4 NO. WEEKS— -NO TIMES 


4-5:00 Pu Bun. 5/8/66 1 1 1 


1-7:30 PM . 5/12/66 1 1 1 


~ 


—pare oF Fins? TELECast rar" = TELECAST _ 
| 
May 8 af 
= an ala anacancements, srrangements, st¢- 
; N- 
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SEA ISLAND BROADCASTING 
CORPORATION OF SOUTH CAROLINA 


WSIB 


1210 Boundary St., Beaufort, S. C. 29902 
Telephone 524-4700 


oa 


_May 12, 196.6 


Orn 


IN ACCOUNT WITH 


0 


Time Signals | 


Weather Watch | 


Programs 
TALENT 
PRODUCTION | 


REMOTES | i 


SPECIAL EVENTS: aoa 


MONTH'S TOTAL 
UNPAID BALANCE 


PAYMENTS: 
REMEMBER 
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RESPONDENT'S EXHIBIT NO. 39 


Nov. 29, 1966 


Mr. Elred Moody 
Bank of Beaufort 
Beaufort, S. C. 


| 
Dear Elred; | 
i 


It has come te my attention that my application to join | the 
Ladies Island Country Club was stalled, that is, not accepted, at the 
meeting of the C.C. Executive Board held on Thursday, Now. 17. 

According to my source of intelligence, it seems that my views 
and my conduct relating to racial integration were called into question 
when my application was being considered. It was reported| as sub- 
stantiating evidence, for instance, that I was even observed dining out 
in the Beaufort area with a "Nigra." Other, even more damaging 
evidence was also submitted to strengthen the suspicion that I believed 
in equal treatment for the "colored." : 

(Wasn't I also involved in that nasty business about those "colored" 
Garland people transporting other "colored" employees to work? And 
at that time fighting with Commissioner Mabry and the local police so 
that these colored people got away scot free?) : 

So my application was set aside for now on the pretext that no 
proper application cards were on hand and that, hereafter, | all 
applications must be submitted and acted upon in a more business- 
like manner. | 

Now, I don't know all of the members of the Executive Board referred 
to above. Ray DiCastro of the Public Works Dept. (Air Base), Miles 
Burgage, printer and Editor of the Beaufort Gazette, and Mr. Reeves 
of Belk-Simpson, are three that I know were present and expressing 


themselves on my application. 


| 
Knowing that my information is unimpeachable, I ae resist 
making the following observations: 
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1. My philosophy and attitude all my life on the question of 
racial equality and social integration has always been clear and un- 
mistakeable, and there need be no doubts or questions about it. I am 
for equal rights, equal treatment, and equal status for all races of 
mankind. Let there be no doubts about this! (You may set their 
executive minds to rest on this.) 

Furthermore, I have never pretended otherwise. 

And when the circumstances of my life required my living con- 
sistent with my philosophy, I have not hesitated to do so, whether it 
shocked the bigots in the neighborhood or set the gossips' tongues to 
wagging. I like what I believe and I will continue to do so whether I 
live in the Beaufort area or in one more sympathetic to my attitudes 
and philosophy. 

2. To delay my application, or to bar be altogether from golf 
club membership because of where I stand on humanitarian questions 
(like racial integration), I find so despicable that membership is no 
longer desirable. My interest in membership stemmed logically 
from my enjoyment of the sport. I did not apply for any other reason. 

But bigotry is obsessive, apparently, and cannot abide Christian 
ethics whether its on a fairway or in the mind of a fellow golfer. 

The gentlemen are poisoned. 

3. My impulse to drop the matter conflicts with my resolve to 
pursue it. 

If I had been accepted without the injection of this evil, I could 
have contributed in substantial measure to the rebuilding and the re- 
juvenarion of a club which suffers so obviously from decay and neglect. 
It is now apparent to me that it also suffers from the corrosion and 
mildew of extraneous prejudices. But this is your club, and now will 
never be mine. 

So be it, and I hope to be present to help bury its remains. 

4. The causes of Beaufort's backwardness, of its inability to 
be incorporated into the dynamic growth enjoyed by the main streams 
of American economy and culture are becoming more evident to me 


as my experiences here multiply. The stultifying effect of reactionary 
attitudes and the poisonous influence of man’s inhumanity to man, 
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will not build this community, much less permit the rebirth of its 
country club. 
You know that I applied for membership in good faith. I was 
naive. I now know that I have been rejected. I will not forget this nor 
am J inclined to forgive those responsible for this action. They are 


not likely to profit from it. 
I am shocked and I am disgusted. 


Sincerely, 
A. Van Schyndel 
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GARLAND KNITTING MILLS OF BEAUFORT, S. C., INC. 
BEAUFORT, SOUTH CAROLINA 


December 7, 1966 


Mr. William H. Smith, Jr. 
611 Barringer Bldg. 
Columbia, South Carolina 
Dear Bill: 


I'm enclosing, as requested by Arnold Kublin, a copy of "The 


Garlander” in which is printed an item referring to our now- 


controversial employee booklet, (page 3). This issue was printed 
for distribution about the first of February (I was the editor in 
Brockton at the time) and was mailed to all of our employees in 
Boston and Brockton. 


The booklet was completed and mailed out shortly thereafter. 


Best regards, 


Original signed by 
A. Van Schyndel 


# bas 
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New Line To Help 
Our Company Grow 


Two different Jines. two different 


names: “Garland” and “Edward Warren.” 


These days, any company that wants to stay strong. Must grow 


Therefore. for the first time in its history, our Company this sear will 
be making and selling two dificrent lines of sweaters, shirts, pants sand 
shirts. From now on we will be manufacturing diflerent sweaters for Iwo 
different Jabels: our “Garland” label. and the new “Edward Warren” 
label. Even as you are reading this. stores are getting their first looh at 
our new product. 

The Company decided to produce two lines starting this year after a 
thorough study of the sportswear market across the country, Two things 
were clear. The mathe: ior Garkind sweaters is stl growing but alyo 
there is another growing merkes for sweaters and skirts that are styled 
to be somewhat more sophisticated. 


In styling the new dine. the Company has produced a specnil and very 
desirable Kind of “badward Warren Look.” Here yeu see ito in these 
photos of some of the styles. We already have information that some very 
important stores are calling the Edward Warren Look a success. Of 
course, even with a strong new line. success does not come automaueally. 
Other manutaeturers are already strong in the market. Our Edward 
Warren line must start out against very strong competition. The only 
way we will overcome these competitors is to do exactly what we do with 
our Garland line produce the best quality sweater on the market, 
That is the only way Edward Warren will win first plice in this new held. 


This is the new Edward Warren label. 
(Shown twice the size) 
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Bloodmobile To ‘isit 
Brockton April 5 


The Red Cross will setup its rcrlitie 
in Brockton on bucsday, April S ter re 
ceive blood donors tron Coathand, at 
announced recently hy Arnold Rablin, 
chairman of the Garland Hrockton Blood 
Bank 

“Volunteers are being sete ed trom the 
various department: + he Unans 
ported to the Red Cross set up im down 
town Broekton of According to 
the terms of ours 
Bank program to provide t cnen 
to all Garlanders and 1 vor wir 
immediate families, 
least (wenty percent eb on 
Kublin pointed out 

On January 28. we bad 
teers. Pim hoping that ene 
forward on thes 
mobile to sauisty our requir 
coming year. Phis is an imy 
catremely valuable 
our people who fs 
testity, But ite 
these in good healt 
offer their blood se thts 
have i when we mee 

Besides notices 


bulletin boards 


the Blood 


advised to tee 
and subnut then 
sonnel Departinent 
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Immediate Enrollment 
Urged For 
Medicare Applicants 


A reminder to all ¢ 
ing the age OF OS tes 
31 tor medical 
issucd by Garland 
Arnold Kublin recently 


} would like to remind Hhour peopl 


mysury 


who are © years ob ae at older thy 
Social Security Vanen ment of 
establishins mreaheal msurance benetts tot 
the awed will cover Sau only Pvou have 
siened up torn boforehane 
On pare dot the See county Told- 
er whieh we muted 1 
with the December issue ot Pine Gi 
vow will find the following pet 
porate enrollment 
“AY you reach 6 betere damary 1. 
1960, you will have preteccen under 
medical insurance on uly 1. 1960, 
when the program bers only it you 
enroll before Mareh 3. 1966, 

HY van will roach 6% sets ob ae 
alter December T8965, you will have 
protection ay sen ts Vou reach OS 
only ub you enroll during the 3 month 


New Employee Booklet 
Now Being Printed 


A new employees handhboos 
Your Job Wah Gatland ts 
pu ted and wall sean be distritat 
cmiployee according to Personne] 

aver Armold Rublin 
“The new book will be a 
reference for all present 
well as an introduction « 
new people coming to work 
Kubin said im an in 
ndcr. 
Us a revised and capandcd ve 
thook whic! 
ut it mons dese 
i Garland’s place 
the rul md bonnets 
at Garland. In this booklet 4 
manzed the more important 7 
our msurance plans and G 
sion Plan although we als 


Kublin . 

new booklet \ 
with) still prateetive COveTS « 
photosnaphs to Wustrate thy 
and socal activities weet 


oul the Vear 


period ust before you Tea 
case. however, will yo 
surance take effect betore 
“We want 

continued, 

stand the 

Ir Gees not cov 

must sign up for 
Appheauon to 

may be had upon request through \ 

Supervisor. 


“Look, Ma, I'm sitting on the table.” 
Thos gracing the table iy one year old 
Michelle Dunn, daughter of William 
Dunn, a former Garlander, and grand- 
daughter of Alice Dunn of the Payroll 
Department in Brockton. 
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News About 
Garlanders 


WINDING 
Rena Governor, Reporter 

Happy burthday to Jackie Thompson 
and Rea Cunningham they have a 
January birthday 

Gowd luck to Regina Heath and Bar- 
bara Fenter they left to await the 
stork 

Happy anniversary in January to Jennic 
\ . 

Congtatulations and good luck to 
Danny — he'll be married on Feb. 26 

Welcome back to Ruth Burr and Mil 
dred Chinn 

Everybody from Winding, it) seems, 
had a Wonderful time at the Christmas 
party 


This bright little lass is Lisa Green, 
daughter of Rita Green of Winding, night 
shift. She'll be celebrating her first birth- 
day this: month. 

CUT AND SEWN . 

Amelia LeFave, Reporter 

Glad ‘to see Dolly Clocs back after a 
long illness. 

Mary. Travini became a grandmother 
for the third time — a boy this time. 

Catherine MacDonald is sporting a 
ring on cher third finger, left hand. 

- Glad tg see Betty Cabozzi, Alice Sheils, 
and Yolanda Paino back after their long 
illnesses. 

Mary! Kane wen: to Scotland for .he 
Christmas holidays and had a wonderful 
time. 

We all had a wonderful Christmas and 
vacation. And a big turn-out for the 
Christmas party. The younger crowd cn- 
joyed the dancing. 

Regina Zividra is home recuperating 
from her operation. Specdy recovery. 
Regina. 


CET AND SEWN 
Margaret Horgan, Reporter 

We were all saddened by the sudden 
death of Betty Lynch who worked at 
Garland for ten years. The following 
letter, addressed “To all cmployccs of 
Garland Mills” was received by this de- 
partment in late November. It reads: 
“Jus* few lines of sircere thanks to all 
of ( who gave so gencrously of your 
time and moncy to pay a very, very fine 
tribute to a fellow worker. We, the family 
of Elizabeth Lynch are most gratctul to 
all of you, but even more, wherever she 
may be, somehow, she must know how 
her ‘pals’ went all-out to pay their re- 
spects to her. 

“The Chalice and Communion Plate, 
which you gave in her name, were given 
to a friend of the family. His name ts 
Father “Francis Curley of the Oblate 
Fathers, so you can rest assured that she 
will be well remembered always. 

“May God bless and care for you, cach 
and every onc. May the coming holidays 
be happy and filled with every good thing 
that you are seeking. Most gratefully 
yours, John J. Pembroke, Betty Lynch's 
beet ~ 

a= oo sensitive letter Whe that, itis 
hard to report other news. But PE must 
mention our pride in the recent honors 
paid to Elsic Dalton, Muricl Mc : 
ard Bud Gardner, who received watches 
in recognition of their twenty years service 
with Garland. We were happy with them 
at the Christmas Party presentation. 


GENERAL OFFICE 
Aune Myers, Reporter 

We, in the General office (and all of 
the offiges around) give a great big 
“Thank you" to Mrs. Harold Linder for 
all the delicious goodies sent to us at 
Chestinas tine very nice of her 

Inasmuch ay Sabina Grieco and her 
ladies do not belong to:any of the report 
ets, this reporter as taking the liberty of 
adopung then Hence, we congratulate 
Dorothy Miller on her ‘daughter's accept 
ance to Northeastern with an $1100.00 
scholarship. Also congratulations to 
brances Hymot her son has also re 
ceived a scholirstip te the University of 
Maine, Graduate School 

Our own Shirley Bulotsky’s dauphter 
has been accepted by: the Mount: Sinat 
Hospital School of Nursing, 

Welcome to Rose Mary Cordeiro, a 
recent neweomer 

Jeanne Murphy is sporting a very pretty 
new tnendship ring the giver as very 
NICE we met him at the Christmas 
Party , 
bor Ehnor Acquiviva, its a new miece, 

David Palm is so proud of his new 
cur whe can bhkume hin? Hts that beau- 
tiful new Chevy (white) convertible 
parked in the lot 


TRIM DEPARTMENT 
Paulette Dorn, Reporter 

Welcome, readers, to one of Garland’s 
newest departments, the Trim) Depart- 
ment, composed of the Sweater trim and 
Sportswear trim sections which have been 
united into one department. The following 
employees compose this department: 
Harold Berrick, Kathy Jenks, Paulette 
Dorn, and Nancy Sheehy. Also, we have 
two new additions to our oflice and they 
are Joseph Freilich, formerly of New 
York, who is the head of our department. 
Mr. Freilich is the personification of the 
word fabulous, except for onc thing. He 
thinks we possess an oddity in our pro- 
nunciation of the English language. There- 
fore, we have started tutoring Mr, Freilich 
in the proper pronunciation of “Boston 
English”. Also, we welcome the addition 
of Faye Winer, who iy Mr. David Bed- 
rick’s sceretary. Faye has lived in Brock- 
ton for enly seven months and PE dink 
she will undoubtedly be an asset for Gar- 
land with her congenial personality. 


BAD 
And this pretty little Miss, just. pre- 
tending to hide from us, is Wendy Ellen 
Lanvsam, Her birthday is May 4, 1965, 
and she’s pecking out to wish all Garland 
era Happy New Year, CAnd best wishes 
to you too, Wendy.) Wendy's dad is As 
sistant-to-the-President: Larry Langs, 


ILL. FASHION | 
hy Colwill, Reporter 

Anna Lepes went to Mimi on her 
Chastinas Vacation 

Tekhe Deveau went home te Paniaant 
te sce his Lamy on vation 

Billy Waght went into the Army a 
week before Christinits. 

Esther Chertok went to sce her daugh- 
ter in Washington. 

Sympathies xo to Louise Collins on the 
death of her brother. 
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DATA PROCESSING 
Lobe Fagan, Keporter 

Flu anyone? Data Processing has had 
more than their share of the bug 

Shortly before the Christmas holidays, 
Norcen Bruce, one of our most popular 
girls, left Garland after more than five 
years with the Company, We all miss her 

Together with the Broncs family of 
Ecuador, South America, the nivht shift 
extends Garland sincere appreciation for 
their most gencrous contabution, Out of 
extra funds we were able recently to send 
the Briones a money order for a Uatiastor 
radio, something we bike for printed but 
which to them as a preat lusury 

Standiny in dine for conpratulations are 

Maryaret: Henderson and Nancy Sto 
bart, appointed Key Punch Supervisors 
(day and nipht shitts, respectively) 16 
cently by Data Processing Supervisor 
James Schatzle. 

Paul Curley for his promotion into 
Systems Programming 

And to Pat Carr who plans the big 
step from Miss to Mrs. neat September 

Amony his already numerous duties, 
Arthur Ducharme has been entrusted wath 
another that of keeping a tally on the 
weirht loss Gor gang for several of the 
night shilts conscientious Calorie Counters 
For anyone interested, Arthur keeps this 
“weighty” information locked securely in 
the safe. Perhaps Christo’s delicious Greek 
salad and shiskabob should be avoided 
for a while, ch girls? 


ORDER DEPARTMENT 
Pat Tarentino and Mary Packard, 
Reporters 

As most of you have probably no- 
ticed, the Order Department has taken 
on a new look, giving us more room to 
our office and making nk more pleasant 
for us to work in. 

Also, to add to the better things, we 
would like to welcome two new members 
to our staff, John Amaru and David Sten- 
gel. We all hope they enjoy working in 
our department. 


The Scuttlebutt Of The Order Dept. 

Lou Amaru has a part time job! Trim- 
ming pood'y dogs! 

We all hope Bill Root is enjoying his 
job as salesman, 

Arthur, what's the big attraction in 
N.Y.? 

We heard Dick Flanagan gave his fi- 
ancee 2 BIG diamond! Good Luck! 

Who cranks the antique “Blue Stain” 
for “Milton™? 

We also hear John Amaru tikes the 
big step in April. Good luck! 

R.F. went South in January: hope he 
had a good trip. 

How is the little “Red Fox” of the 
Order Dept.? 

D.F., how are things at the Red Garter 
or is it “Your Father's Moustache”? 

Cliff, we hear you lost a tooth!!! 

E.W., we hear you are writing letters 
to Uncle Sam! 

Who's the Mary Poppins of the Order 
Dept.” 


SWEATER PRODUCT 
Carole Ellis, Reporter 

Joe Kuchinski’s daughter Betty was 
married in Torrence, Cahtornia to Rich- 
ard Barry on Janu Sth. Coe says. 
“One down, five to gol”) 

Carole Lehmann has been doing much 
creative painting recently and brouyht in 
a deliyhtful collection of her latest works 
of art. All who were fortunate enough to 
see these paintings agreed that Carole ts 
becoming more accomplished day by dity. 

Phil Marcus announced that his darling 
daughter Resa became 1 year old on 
December 13th. Carole Lehmann rang 
in the New Year with ber brethday en 
December 31 and Carole Eths celebrated 
her 2st Puthday on January 9th 

Announcement: The Sweater Product 
office has a new attractive addition to its 
office force. Mary Lee Gibbs is from 
Rockland and will be assisting Stan Roth- 
enberg in his yarn records. Welcome 
-Mary! 


SPOMTSWEAK 
Ketty Daly, Keporter 

We have a new member in our division 
by the name of Claire Kelly, Claire is a 
resident of Brockton and graduated from 
Ibrockion High School, Belore Claire 
came to Garland, she worked at Sigma, 
an clectronics firm, Jor 4 years. Claire as 
a very good Inend of one of our former 
workers, Elaine Hebshic. 

Syd Shuman just moved into a lovely 
home in Canton. It is a shorter nde for 
Syd in the morning 

We are waiting the arrival of our first 
baby in Sportwear Phe cxpectant mother 
i Sally Pabrizia, and the baby i expected 
ih Sune UE at as ae bey, fans seettie wall bo 
Pray Michiel oan peed, Ma rmisgin 
but if she has twins Choys), thor names 
will be Syd and George 

Al Winneg’s son Stuant becume ten 
years old on January 25 


CUT AND SEWN KNITTING 
Jim D'Ageresto, Reporter 

Welcome to our newcomer, Stanley 
Crestak, Chester Duda Spencer 
and Hello to Kobort Boll our port tes 
yarn boy 

Wayne Leets forsook the path of care 
free sanvleness and new tosides im at state 
of connubial bliss Best wishes and Jong 
life. Wedding took place Dec. 26th 

Best wishes to Arlene Athill on her 
Wedding Anniversary. and may there be 
many, many more. 

Millic Allen has a January 22nd birth 
day, and Gregory Chakmakian ts sharin 
his birthday with Abe Lincoln. Hu 
Adams is co-celebriti his natal ’ 
with none other than Washington 
Congrats and Happy Birthday! 

Mr. and Mrs. Robert Fowler are proud 
parents of a spanking new buby girl born 
January 15. Congratulations and best 
wishes. 

We wish to thank the gracious ladies 
of the Examining Department for the sur- 
prise Christmas Party. Bud Gardner «as 
presented with a Butler (coat hanger an 
chair combo). 

A vote of thanks to Gracie D. 

Happy V: icntine day to you 211! 


V hicottice 


Save Your Money 
The Easy Way 


Save it by signing up now with Gar- 
land’s Payroll Savings Plan, a painless 
way of saving up for the regular purchase 
of U.S. Savings Bonds. Every pay day, a 
growing number of Garlanders are tindins 
that “s penny saved is a penny carned™. 

To join, you simply fill out a short 
application form instructing us to hold 
some of the moncy that’s coming to you 
each pay day. It can be a very small 
amount or a pretty big one — that’s up 
to you. Then when your total is large 
enough, we buy for you a United States 
Savings Bond of the size you sclect (for 
example, a $S0 Bond when your total 
reaches $37.50). 

Certainly there's something that costs 
money that you'd like very much to do 
— if you had the money. Go off on a trip 
somewhere. Help a youngster with his 
education, Build a summer camp, or just 
get a head start on a nest-cgg. 

Garland’s Payroll Savings Plan will 
help you get that money. The chances are 
that you won't miss the sum that’s taken 
out cach pay day to go towards your 
bonds. Because you'll decide the size of 
the sum. Big cnough to speed you towards 
your goal; but not so big that it’s a burden. 

If, later on, you want to increase the 
amount you save, cut it down, or even 
cancel your savings program completely, 
you may do se. Your Bonds cara 4.156 
interest for you when held to maturity --- 
2 good return on an investment. Then too, 
your Bonds are -quickly redeemable, 
including accumulated interest, whenever 
you need the cash. Behind them stands 
the full faith and credit of the United 
States. 


RESPONDENT'S EXHIBIT NO. 41 


Nov. 5, 1966 | 


Dear 


Here is a description of the circumstances surrounding the 
termination of Julia Frazier on August 31 of this year, and a Nora A. 
Milledge, Rebecca Frazier, Alice J. Ebbs, Doreen N. Crumley, 
and Sally Gooding on September 9 of this year. 


Re: Julis Frazier: This operator was granted a leave of Ae for 
three months beginning May 27 because of pregnancy. This is a 
customary length of time allowed, providing for two months prior to 
delivery and four weeks after confinement. Her Company-provided 
insurance was continued for this period as well as all other \Company 
fringe benefits. Mrs. Frazier phoned a week before the expiration 
date of her leave, asking for immediate re-employment. She was told 
to call back or come in with the required doctor's release = the 
27th of the month. 

Mrs. Frazier phoned in on August 29th insisting on ber right to 
be put back on "her" machine, Our production had slowed down at 
that time and we had no need for her services. When she was told that 
we couldn't use her immediately, she responded by testily insisting 
that she was being fired for her union sympathies. Mrs. Frazier was 
interviewed the following day and again she repeated that we were 
discriminating against her and that she was being fired. 

It must be borne in mind that ours is a seasonal industry and we 
do not nor can we promise anyone beginning a leave of absence that 
they will automatically be re-employed and assigned to the operation 
they performed at the time their maternity leave began. This would be 
an impossible promise to keep and one we therefore never make. 

But Mrs. Frazier was adamant and by her insistence she invited 
my immediate termination of her services. She was terminated on 


August 31 and her insurance coverage continued until October 1st. 
* owe KOR KK ORK ROR KK ORO | 
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Respondent's Exhibit No. 41 (Cont'd) 
Page 2 


On September 9, we affected a reorganization of production 
equipment to unify two separate production lines into one. This re- 
organization plus the seasonal cut-back in our production resulted in 
the termination of twenty six employees among whom were listed Nora 
Milledge, Rebecca Frazier, Alice Ebbs, Doreen Crumley, and Sally 
Gooding. 

All departments and all operations were affected by this re- 
organization. Re-setting many of the machines and reassigning work 
positions and responsibilities permitted us to establish a more efficient 
work system and accomplish our objective with a reduced work force. 

Alice Ebbs happened to be one of the three Service Girls we 
terminated on that day. Of three Under-pressers, Nora Milledge and 
Sally Goodings were included. Eleven machine operators were also 
terminated and this group included Doreen Crumley and Rebecca 
Frazier. 

Other operations affected included Shipping, Cutting Room, Trim 
and Inspect, and one mechanic. 

In general, our choice of who was to be included in this reduction 
of our work force depended on many factors. These were: the 
employee's productivity record; the need or value of the operation in 
the new set-up; the attitude or spirit of cooperation required of all 
employees in the face of a declining production. 

eee eeeeK KK KE 

Since the above described changes were made, beginning with 
370 employees, production has declined and terminations carried out so 
that today (November 15), we have 316 on our employment rolls with 
approximately 250 on a lay-off status. 

At no time were any of the terminated employees told that they 
would not be employed again nor was it our intention to consider these 
terminations as final and irrevocable. The reduction in our work load 
was obvious to all our people and references offered to all who expressed 
an interest in needing or wanting one. 


Except in those cases where an employees record shows a hope- 


less inability to be productive or profitable to employ, our termination 
records state our willingness to re-employ the employee when business 
conditions improve to the point where re-hiring is necessitated. 


| 
| 
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Respondent's Exhibit No. 41 (Cont'd) 
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The above is as true a description as I can give from reviewing 
the records and recalling the circumstances of terminating the em- 
ployees named above. | 


Original signed by | 


A. Van Schyndel 
Personnel Manager, Beaufort 


RESPONDENT'S EXHIBIT NO. 42 


Nov. 18, 1966 


Dear : | 
In a previous letter I explained the termination of twenty-six 
employees on September 9 of this year. This marked the beginning 
of our cut-back in production and the continual reduction in our work 
force. 
Evelyn Houston was one of eleven machine operators;whom we 
terminated on that day. Her record shows that she has never been a 
consistently productive operator. But even if she was, we'still had 
too many people than we had work for. 
Re: Dorothy Walker: Mrs. Walker was granted a ets 
leave of absence from June 17 to September 19, during which time her 
insurance and other Company benefits applied. On or about September 
19 Mrs. Walker phoned me inquiring if she still "had a job. " jre- 
plied that I had no work for her at that time. Her reaction, as I recall 
it, was one of indignation. My impression was that she held me 
responsible for a business condition which necessitated my terminating 


people during this period. | 

The rest of our people working here throughout the gummer 
could see the gradual decline in our working orders and were able to 
accept their termination without heaping personal abuse on us for this 
business circumstance. (It must be noted, for instance, that the only 
person we have hired since the terminations began in September is a 


young man needed for replacement in our receiving room.) 
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Needless to say, after listening to Mrs. Walker's recriminations 


over the phone on September 19th, I terminated her on that same day. 


Original signed by 
A. Van Schyndel 
Personnel Manager, Beaufort 


RESPONDENT'S EXHIBIT NO. 44 


GARLAND KNITTING MILLS OF BEAUFORT, S. C. INC. 
BEAUFORT, SOUTH CAROLINA 


Mr. Edward Bernat 
Garland Knitting Mills 
Garland Plaza 
Brockton, Mass. 


Dear Edward, 


I am enclosing a copy of what I plan to print on the front page of the 
Beaufort Garlander. I hope it meets with your approval. 


Best wishes and hope to see you on or before June 25, and don't for- 
get that date because the people expect to see you at that party. My 
best wishes to Frances if you see her. 


Original signed by 
Van Schyndel 
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| 
PRESIDENT EDWARD BERNAT 
GREETS NEW GARLANDER 

| 


June 1: Garland president Edward Bernat on a recent visit to Beaufort, 
complimented the new editorial staff on their plans to publish a regular 
bi-monthly plant newspaper. 

"It is my firm conviction," he said, "that one of the most im- 
portant ingredients of a happy working atmosphere is that free exchange 
of ideas and news that only a plant newspaper can provide. I know from 
my experience with "The Garlander" in our Boston and Brockton locations 
that your newspaper will also prove to be a considerable asset, not only 
to each and every one of you, but to your families as well. | 

"If my unqualified blessings will help you in your undertaking, 
you have them. And if my pledge of support makes your task any 
easier, then you may be assured that it is my pleasure to pledge that 
support and to wish you all the best of luck." 


Edward Bernat, President | 
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TRIAL EXAMINER'S DECISION 


Statement of the Case 


PAUL EB. WEIL, Trial Examiner: Upon charges filed on 
July 7, 1966, the Case 11--CA--3067; on October 14, 1966, in Case 
11--CA--3148:; and on November 21, 1966, in Case 11--CA--3188 
by International Ladies’ Garment Workers’ Union, AFL--CIO, 
herein called the Union, the General Counsel of the National Labor 
Relations Board by the Regional Director for Region 11 (Winston- 
Salem, North Carolina), issued a consolidated complaint on 
December 19, 1966, against Garland Knitting Mills of Beaufort, 
South Carolina, Inc., herein called the Respondent, alleging that the 
Respondent had violated section 8(a)(3) and (1) of the Act by the 
discharge of one employee and the layoff of five other employees 
and by threats to employees of discharge because of their support 
and activities dn behalf of the Union. The December 19 complaint 
was in the nature of an amendment, and addition to a complaint 
issued November $, 1966, on Case 11--CA--3067 alone, which 
alleged violations of Section 8(a)(5) and (1) of the Act in that 
Respondent refused to recognize the Union as the collective- 
bargaining representative of its Beaufort employees and engaged 
in a course of conduct including interrogation, promises of benefit, 
and the granting of such benefits including wage increases to its 
employees. The Respondent by separate answers denied all 
allegations of unfair labor practices while admitting various facts 


alleged, including jurisdictional facts and the status of the Union 


feesng ty ely 
as a labor organization.— 


1/ On motion by the General Counsel the hearing was reopened to 
take additional testimony from Augustus Van Schyndel. The 
reopened hearing took place on September 14, 1967, with all 
parties represented by the same counsel. All parties had the 
opportunity to present relevant and probative evidence, argue 
orally, and file supplemental briefs. 
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With all parties represented I heard the case in Beaufort, 


South Carolina, on various dates between March 27, 1967, and April 
, 1967. Briefs filed by each of the parties have been duly considered. 


Upon the entire record in the case and from my observation of 


if 


the witnesses and their demeanor, I make the followings- 
Findings of Fact 

1. The Business of the Respondent 

Respondent is a South Carolina corporation manufacturing 
ladies’ sportswear at its plant in Beaufort, South Carolina, Respon- 
dent annually imports into the State of South Carolina goods valued 
in excess of $50,000 from points outside the State of South Carolina 
and annually ships its finished products valued in excess of 
$50,000 to points outside the State of South Carolina from its 
Beaufort, South Carolina, plant. | 
Respondent is now and has been at all times material herein 

an employer engaged in commerce within the meaning of Section 

2(6) and (7) of the Act. | 
Il. The Labor Organization | 
The Union is a labor organization within the meaning of 
Section 2(5) of the Act. 
Ill. The Alleged Unfair Labor Practices : 


A. The Refusal to Bargain | 
In early reprosey the Union commenced preparing an 


organizing campaign at Respondent's Beaufort plant. On March 


22 a meeting was held at the home of Dorene Crumley which was 
attended by Crumley, Alice Ebbs, Caroline Johnson, Ione Allen, 
and Mary Gregory, all of whom became members of the Garland 


27 The unopposed motion of counsel for the General Counsel to 


correct the transcript of record is hereby granted. 
3/ All dates are in the year 1966 unless otherwise noted. 
= | 
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Knitting Mills Organizing Committee, a committee of employees 
which later included Lucy Bork, Dorothy Walker, Evelyn Houston, 
and Rebecca and Julia Frazier. On Friday, February 25, the union 
campaign became overt. About 15 union agents, together with 
employee organizers, commenced a campaign, described by General 
Counsel as a blitzkrieg, which lasted through Friday, Saturday, and 
Sunday, February 28. By Sunday night the campaign had netted 


something in excess of 150 cards which the Union, believing that 


there were approximately 300 employees, considered to be a majority. 


Most of the union organizers returned to other assignments. By 
March 7 Mary Cameron, area director of the Union who was in charge 
of the campaign, had in hand 177 cards. 

Accompanied by two other organizers and five members of the 
employee committee, Cameron went to the plant where she spoke to 
the plant manager and Garland's quality control man, Capone, and 
requested bargaining on behalf of the employees. Cameron testified 
that she offered to display the cards which she had in her hand to 
the plant manager and to Capone, but that Capone answered, "We 
are not going to accept your cards.” 

Thereafter, on the same day, Cameron sent the cards by 
messenger to the office of Attorney Handler, who immediately for- 
warded them together with a petition for an election to the Board's 
Regional Office. 

After the March 7 meeting the Employer commenced a 
vigorous campaign to counteract the Union's organizational effort. 
The main actors in the Respondent's campaign were Personnel 
Manager Kublin and Respondent's President Bernat, both of whom 
came to the plant and delivered speeches. 

After a representation hearing on the Union's petition, the 


Regional Director ordered an election which was conducted on May 13; 
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103 votes were cast for the Union, 174 against representation, and 


3 votes were challenged. Timely objections to the election were 


filed by the Union and after investigation and consideration, the 


Regional Director sustained one of the objections, ordered the 


election set aside, and directed a second election. | 
General Counsel contends that on March 7, the Union FOES 
sented a majority of Respondent's employees in an appropriate 
collective-bargaining unit and that the employer refused to bargain 
in order to gain time to undermine the Union's organization. He 
relies on the well know Joy Silk Miils and Bernel Foam rules and 
seeks an order requiring the Respondent to bargain with the Union. 
We shall deal first with the claimed majority status of the Union; 


thereafter with the other unfair labor practices charged. 

The parties agree that all production and maintenance em- 
ployees at Respondent's Beaufort, South Carolina, plant, excluding 
the nurse, office clerical employees, guards, and supervisors as 
defined in the Act, constitute a unit appropriate for the purposes of 
collective bargaining within the meaning of Section 9(c) of the Act= 

The parties stipulated a list of employees containing 321 
names as the total employee complement on March 7, 1966, at the 
time of the Union's demand. 

During the hearing, General Counsel offered 169 cards 
purportedly bearing the signatures of employees. Twenty-one of 


the cards were received without objection. Respondent objected to 


144 cards on the ground that they were authenticated either by 
employee-organizers, union agents, or fellow employees, in whose 


presence they were signed or by employee-organizers or euicn 


4/ This is the unit found appropriate by the Regional Director in 
his Decision and Direction of Election. | 

| 

| 


agents to whom they were handed by the employees who signed 


them= 

An issue arose from the testimony of Mason London that he 
had no present recollection of the occasion or identity of any of the 
signers of the cards he identified with the exception of the cards 
of Mary McDuffie and Blondell Hagood, whom he recalled. Respon- 
dent contends that the other seven cards introduced through London's 
testimony have not been properly authenticated and should not be 
counted. One of those seven, that of Margie Allen, was further 
authenticated by the signer, who was called by Respondent as a 
witness. Accordingly, Respondent's contention does not apply to her 
card. 

London testified that during the short period during which he 
worked on this campaign, 3 days, he wrote his name on the back of 
every card he solicited, and on the back of only those cards that he 
solicited; he stated that he identified the cards by the existance of 
his signature on the back. 

I reject Respondent's contention. It is my opinion that London's 
testimony, which was delivered candidly and forthrightly, establishes 
a textbook example of the use of past recollection recorded. In this 
regard Wigmore states: "Is it enough that the witness ... merely 
recognizes his handwriting and knows that he would not have written 
or signed without believing the record to be correct? Here the 
witness is really calling to his aid, not his specific business custom, 
but his general moral attitude; but as a rule, the indication should 
be and is treated as sufficient.” 3 Wigmore, Evidence § 747. 


5/ The Board with court approval has held that witnesses to the 
signing of authorization cards are competent to testify as to the 
attending circumstances and the manner in which the cards are 
signed and that cards are properly authenticated through witnesses 
who testified to receiving a signed card from the signatory em- 
ployee. Don The Beachcomber. 163 NLRB No. 36 and cases there 
cited; and Capital-Varsity Cleaning Co., 163 NLRB No. 145. 
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| 
Wigmore cites the language of the Court in Pearson v. Wightman, 
1 Mills Const. Ct. 344: "I hold it not to be necessary that a sub- 
scribing witness should recollect the time and occasion when he 
subscribed the instrument as a witness. It is enough if he recognize 
his handwriting and is perfectly assured in his own mind that he 
never subscribed an instrument as a witness without having seen it 
executed or acknowledged as the nature of the act requires." Wig- 
more concludes: "In general, it is conceded that when the witness’ 
certainly rests on his usual habit or course of business in making 


| 
memoranda or records it is sufficient to verify the record." 


I consider that London's testimony, which I credit, satisfies 
| 


the General Counsel's burden of authenticating the cards of Rebecca 
Black, Ethel Booker, Annie Lee Glover, Redell Hampton, Reatter 
Thompson, and Sarah Hamilton. Respondent was given adequate 

time to interview the employees whose cards were thereby identified, 
and in fact presented one of the employees solicited by London, 
Margie Allen, considered elsewhere, but Respondent mounted no 
attack, other than that set forth above, on the authenticity of these 
six cards. I consider them valid and I shall count them. : 

In addition, Respondent objected to the receipt of the! lcard of 
Bernice Saunders on the ground that no evidence supports the date, 
March 1, which appears thereon. Bernice Saunders obviously had 
no recollection of when she signed the card and she testified that 
the date which appears thereon was not put on it by her. Mary 
Cameron testified that Bernice Saunders' card was in her possession 
at the time she made the demand on March 7; however, for reasons 
set forth below, I am not inclined to rely upon this testimony. The 
card bears on the back the notation "Signed for Dorene Crumley. 
Rec'd by Burl Robinson & Jerry Tucker--3--1--66." Burl 
Robinson, although he testified, was not asked about Bernice Saunders’ 
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/ 


card. Jerry Tucker did not testify © 


However, Dorene Crumley 

was called and testified that the card was given her by Mary Gregory 
before the employee committee went to the office to ask for recognition 
on March 7. She was not cross-examined. I credit Dorene Crumley, 
especially in view of the fact that Bernice Saunders testified that she 
signed the card for Mary Gregory, and Dorene Crumley testified 

that Mary Gregory gave her the card. It is clear from the record 

that Mary Gregory's participation as a member of the Union's 
organizing committee ceased before March 7 as signaled by the 

fact that she did not go to the Company's office on March 7 when 
recognition was requested. Accordingly, I consider the circumstances 
corroborative of Crumley’s testimony that the card was handed to her 
before March 7 and I consider it authenticated as to date. 

Evelyn Houston’s card was objected to by the Respondent on 
the ground that she did not sign it. However, Evelyn Houston 
testified that she authorized her sister, Dorothy Walker, to sign the 
card for her and Dorothy Walker testified that she signed it on her 
sister’s authorization. The card is valida! 

Mary V. Kloz testified that she signed and dated the card which 
bears her name at the instance of Ione Allen and a man from the 
Union whose name she did not know. The card on the reverse side 
bears the name M. P. Whitt and Mr. and Mrs. Charles Allen, 
Respondent objected to the receipt of the card presumably on Mrs. 
Kloz’ failure to identify the union agent. I consider the card properly 
authenticated and I shall count it 2/ 


6/ Counsel stated that he had been inducted into the Armed Services 
and was presently unavailable as a witness. 


7/ See Northwest Engineering Company, 158 NLRB No. 48. 


8/ See Highland Park Manufacturing Company, 84 NLRB 744, 
enforcement denied on other grounds 184 F.2d 98 (C.A.D.C.), 


vaffd. 341 U.S. 322. 
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Mary Lee Bowers testified that her daughter, Elizabeth Bowers, 
signed a union card in her presence on the night of February 25, the 


same night on which Mary Lee Bowers signed a union card. She 


identified the handwriting on a card dated February 24, bearing the name 
Elizabeth Bowers as that of her daughter. She stated that she did not 
know that her daughter had signed a card on February 24 and that the 
card displayed to her was not the one that her daughter signed. I 
consider both Mrs. Bowers testimony identifying her daughter's 
signature and her testimony that her daughter signed a card, albeit not 
the card in evidence, to evidence a valid authorization of the Union by 
Elizabeth Bowers. Accordingly, I shall count Elizabeth Bowers among 
the employees who authorized the Union to represent her before the 
critical date, March 72/ 

In addition to the specific objections dealt with above, Respondent 
in its brief attacks the validity of a number of the cards received in 


evidence. 
Respondents contends that the cards of Izella Simmons and Lucinda 
Simmons were not in existence when the union demand was fade because 
they were signed after the demand. Spurgeon Griggs, the union organizer, 
who identified the Simmons girls' cards, testified that he signed up em- 
ployees only on weekends and evenings. The cards in issue were both 
signed on March 7. Mary Cameron, the Union's area director, testified 
that when she demanded recognition on March 7, she did so/at the close 
of business, approximately 4:30 p.m., and was accompanied by, among 
others, Spurgeon Griggs. She testified that at that time she had all of 
the 177 cards that the Union had collected and that thereafter she sent 
the cards to the Union's regional office on the following day. Neither of 


9/ Dubois Fence & Garden Co., Inc., 156 NLRB 1003, 1004 (card of 
Edward Jones). 


602 


the Simmons girls were called to testify. Clearly both union agents 
cannot be credited. On balance, I am inclined to believe Mr. Griggs' 
testimony that the cards were signed in the evening. It appears improbable 
to me that he would not have recalled contacting the Simmons girls during 
the working day when presumably they were at the plant. There is no 
evidence anywhere in the record that union agents were permitted in the 
plant for the purpose of organizing or attempted to go into the plant for 
that purpose. Similarly, while he could have obtained the signatures 
during the lunch period, this, too, would have been such an unusual 
circumstance, that I would think that he would remember it, since he 
testified he received no other cards except on weekends and evenings. 
He also testified that both cards were dated by the signers and was not 
asked to give any particulars concerning the place at which the cards 
were signed, the hour at which they were signed, or whether he talked 
to the two girls together. It appears to me that the two cards must have 
been signed after the demand for recognition was made and the refusal 
of recognition took place. Accordingly, I shall not count either card. 
Respondent contends that the cards of Thelma Crosby, Earline 
Young. and Jesse Crapse should not be counted because on that date 


“they had no interest in the wages, hours and working conditions of 


employees.” Respondent relies on O'Hara Metal Products Co., 155 


NLRB 236. Respondent stipulated that each of these employees was on 
the payroll on March 7. The record reveals that each of these employees 
quit shortly thereafter. Thelma Crosby testified that she quit on account 
of illness after working 1 week in February and 2 in March. Earline 
Young testified that she quit about a week after she signed the card, 
which is dated Marcy 1 and Jesse Crapse testified in response to a 
leading question that she quit about March 1. I accept Respondent's 
stipulation, which was apparently based on records which Respondent 


provided, that all three employees were employed on March 7. 
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Respondent's reliance on the O'Hara Metal Products case is misplaced 


in my opinion. The pertinent portion of that case deals with temporary 
employees hired for a summer vacation job and for a particular short- 
term job. The Board excluded both from the unit because ofthe 

temporary nature of their employment. On the other hand, all three of 


the ladies with whom we are here concerned were regular full-time 
employees as far as the record revals and there is nothing to indicate 
that any of them, either at the time they signed the card, on or March 7, 
were considering leaving Respondent's employ. Thelma Crosby, in fact, 
quit because of illness a week thereafter. I can conceive of no reason 


| 
why the cards should be invalid and I shall count them. 


| 
Respondent contends that the card of Rebecca Frazier should not 
be counted, apparently on the basis of the fact that the back of the card 
contains, in printing, the words "S, W. Griggs." Spurgeon Griggs 
testified that he solicited the signature of Rebecca Frazier and that she 
signed and dated the card in his presence. Spurgeon Griggs testified 


that while he signed his name to the back of most of the cards he 


solicited, he did not sign them all and in fact there appeared to be some 
cards in which Griggs' name appears on the back in writing other than 

his own. Griggs testified that the words "S. W. Griggs," on the back of 
Rebecca Frazier's card, were not written by him and he does not know 
who did write them. Respondent complains that pursuit of information 

on cross-examination of Rebecca Frazier was not available to Respondent, 
but, although Rebecca Frazier took the witness stand for other purposes, 10 
Respondent made no attempt to interrogate her about the signature on 

her card. Regardless of who put the words "S. W. Griggs" on the back 

of the card, I cannot see that it in any way impairs the validity of the 

card, not does it affect in any way the credit to be given to Spurgeon 


10/Rebecaa Frazier was a member of the employee committee. 
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Griggs’ testimony that it was signed in his presence. I shall count the 
card. 

Respondent contends that the card of Catherine Smalls should not 
be counted. Asked whether she dated the card, she stated that she did 
not remember. Asked whether the date was in her handwriting she 
continued to state that she did not remember, and finally stated that she 
wasn't sure that the date was in her handwriting but that she knew that 
the signature was. She obviously had no present memory of when she 
signed the card. The card was identified originally by Brenda Hoover, 
who identified the card as "the card that Catherine Smalls signed in my 
presence” and testified that it was dated at the same time it was signed. 
Catherine Smalls on the other hand testified that she signed the card in 
the presence of a man from the Union and her husband. Mrs. Hoover was 
recalled in rebuttal and substantially altered her testimony, stating that 
she remained in the automobile because of a large dog which frightened 


her and that Jesse Riddle secured Mrs. Smalls' signature. I cannot 


credit Mrs. Hoover's original testimony and I credit her rebuttal testi- 


mony only to the extent that it is corroborated by Mrs. Smalls that a 
man from the Union secured her signature to the card. Jesse Riddle, 
although he testified immediately before Mrs. Hoover, was not asked 
about Mrs. Smalls’ card and he was not recalled in rebuttal. Mrs. Smalls 
did not testify that the date was not her handwriting. She testified "Well, 
I'm not sure .... I know the signature is." She testified also that the 
address was in her writing. I have examined the card closely and I am 
convinced that the date is written in the same handwriting as the 
signature and the address. Respondent has adduced no evidence that 
the card was signed on any but the date it bears. I consider that the 
card is valid and I shall count it. 

June Inabinett testified that she signed her card at the request of 


Rebecca Frazier and that the next time she saw Rebecca Frazier she 
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asked for the card back. She testified that Rebecca Frazier said that 


she couldn't give the card back to her and nothing else. This conversa- 
tion with Rebecca Frazier, to her best recollection, took place the 
following Monday after she signed the card on Friday. On cross- 
examination by the General Counsel Inabinett testified that she had not 
discussed her attempt to get her union card back with anyone prior to 
talking to Respondent's counsel other then the people who work with her, 
she had not said anything to anyone else. She testified she had not told 
the Company about this and asked "Did you ever seek out any union 
official and ask for your card back." She answered, "No. I asked her 
and she told me she couldn't give it back to me, and so if she couldn't give 
it back to me, I didn't figure anybody else could." Further on her 
cross-examination it appeared that she could not place the time when 
she asked for her card back closer than within a couple weeks of her 
signing of it on February 25. She also testified that she asked for her 
card back while she was sitting at her work place and that Rebecca 
Frazier sat either directly behinad her at the time, but she could not 
remember where Rebecca Frazier sat in relation to her. She admitted 
that she was taken to a union meeting in May by Mason London, a union 
agent. General Counsel asked "Did you talk to Mason about getting your 
card back?'' She answered. "I told him that I had asked about getting it 
back, but he told men that I couldn't... . He discussed it at my house 
and on the way to the meeting." She testified she did not ask at the 
meeting to get her card back. Rebecca Frazier testified in rebuttal 
that Inabinett had never asked her for her card back. Mason London 
testified in rebuttal that he took Miss Inabinett to the union meeting the 
night before the election and that nothing was said between him and her 
at that time about her getting her union card back. I do not credit 
Inabinett based upon her demeanor and on the contradictions in her 


testimony. While she appeared on direct examination to haye a fair 
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recollection both as to the incidents set forth above and as to speeches 
by Respondent's President Bernat, on cross-examination her memory 
was very poor. In addition, she appeared resentful of the cross- 
examination and lost her temper when she was pressed to attempt to 
remember dates and occurrences. She directly contradicted herself 
with regard to her conversation with London when he took her to the 
union meeting. On the other hand, I credit London and I credit Rebecca 
Frazier. London in this and other testimony answered questions frankly 
and with candor although he must have realized that some of the answers 
he gave were not helpful to the cause of the union which he represents. 

I find that, contrary to her testimony, June Inabinett did not ask for her 
card back and that it was at all times relevant a valid authorization to 
the Union to represent her. I shall count it. 

Respondent apparently contends that the card of Edna Carter should 
not be counted because she changed her mind after she signed the card. 
She testified that after a discussion about sick pay and better wages 
with Dorene Crumley and another woman she signed the card. Thereafter 
she talked to her brother-in-law about the card, whereupon she changed 
her mind. She also testified that she went to two union meetings after 
she signed the card. The mere subjective experience of changing her 
mind in the absence of any notification thereof to the Union or any 
attempt to revoke or secure back the card, especially in view of the 
fact that Carter attended union meetings thereafter, does not in my 


11/ 


opinion constitute sufficient basis to invalidate her cara tt Accordingly, 
I shall count her card. 

Respondent contends that the authorization of Dorothy McLeod 
should not be counted because it was obtained through misrepresentation. 


Dorothy McLeod testified that the employee solicitor "said it was an 


_11/ See Kawneer Company, 164 NLRB No. 138, 
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organization, and that we would get more money, and we probably 
wouldn't get laid off .... If you did get laid off, you'd get your job 
back, it was something like that." Respondent makes a similar con- 
tention as to the authorization of Bernice Saunders who testified in 
response to a leading question that she was told that if she signed the 
card she couldn't get fired. Asked on redirect "Were you told that you 
couldn't be fired for joining the Union." She answered, "well not in 
the exact words, but I was told, you know, that by joining the Gnion you 
couldn't be fired." | 

I do not view the representations made to either McLeod or 
Saunders to be in any way impermissible. Surely, one of the con- 
siderations for any employee to join the Union is the hope that by doing 
so she would get more money and would get her job back in the event of 
a layoff. Equally surely, an assurance to an employee that she couldn't 
be fired for joining the Union is no more than a correct statement of the 
law. I reject Respondent's contention and I shall count the cards. 

Alvena Parker testified that she was told by the solicitor "if they 
got enough names, you know, got enough, so we could get a union in 
there; if we got enough people to sign up for this, with these cards, that 
we would be able to get, you know .. . an election." Asked to repeat 
what was said to her she testified, "She said that if we got npr to 
sign this, that we would be able to get enough members so we could 
have this union, and go about, you know, go about joining this union." 
She also testified that she went to a union meeting after she signed the 
card and, in response to a leading question, that if she had known that 


she could have gotten the card back she would have asked for it. 


Maryanne Noe testified that she signed her card at the solicitation of 
a union agent who came to her home. She stated that she had "worked 
for a Union;" i.e. she had worked for Bethlehem Steel and had been a 


member of the Steelworkers. The union agent asked what she thought 
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of the Union and she said “Well, that Union was terrific so I signed the 
card to more or less say that I had been contacted."" She testified 
further that she said to the union agent that if the Union was going to 
come in there would have to be an election, but she did not request that 
an election be held. Respondent contends that the cards of Alvena Parker 
and Maryanne Noe should not be counted since they were signed for the 
purpose of getting an election. There is no evidence that either of these 
card signers were told that the only purpose for the cards was to get an 
election or even that the solicitors said that a purpose of the card was 

to get an election. I consider that both cards are valid. The wording on 
the cards was a clear and unambiguous authorization to the Union to 
represent the employee. "An employee's thoughts (or afterthoughts) as 
to why he signed the union card, and what he thought that card meant, cannot 


negative the overt action of having signed the card designating a union as 


bargaining Seen Nor can I find anything in these statement "that 


can reasonably be interpreted as an assurance that the cards would be 
used only for an election and not for any other purpose, nor is there 
anything in the record to indicate that these above-named employees 
were told anything which conflicted with the language of the cards them- 
selves. I conclude that there was here neither fraud nor misrepresentation 
nor deceit. Accordingly, these cards constitute(d) valid union designa- 
tions ..- h3/ 

Catherine Heck testified that "it was one of my girl friends that 
came around, and she said that all the ones that we were together with 


had signed anyway, So I might as well, sol did.” Nora V. Powell 


SS 

12/ Joy Silk Mills, Inc. v. N.L-R.B., 185 F.2d 732, 743 (C.A.D.C.) cert. 
denied 341 U.S. 914; N.L.R.B. v. Cactus Petroleum Inc., 355 F.2d 
755, at footnote 8 on page 760 (C.A. 5); Southbridge Sheet Metal 
Works, Inc., 158 NLRB No. 78; and Kawneer Company, supra. 


13/ Kawneer Company, supra, TXD, section I, C, 1; N.L.R.B. v. 
Cumberland Shoe Corp., 351 F.2d 917 (C.A. 6). 
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testified that she was contacted by a union agent and by Mary Parker. 
Mary Parker told her that she had worked under the Union and it was a 
good union and "They just said the majority had already signed.'— 14/ 
Mable Benton testified in response to the question "Did he tell you 
that everyone else had already signed one?" That the union agents said: 
. .. the ones he had been to before he came to me had signed 


it. 


Q. All of them. 
A. He didn't say whether they all had or not. | 


Helen Naomi Patterson testified that the union agent who came to 
her house "talked to me about the Union and he asked me would I be 
interested in joining the Union, and I told him at first that I would have 
to think about it. And he went and he came back the next day and asked 
me was I ready to sign this little card, and he handed me the card, and 
I looked at the card and I thought about it quite sometime, s0 I just 
went down and I signed the card." On cross-examination, in response to 
the leading question, "He told you everyone else had signed?" she 
answered, 'Yes."" On redirect she testified that she couldn't remember 
anything else she said on that occasion. Asked by counsel for the Union 
about her statement, she said: | 

He told me like this, he said, "Mrs. Patterson," and I said 
"Yes," and he said, "You are the only one that is holding us." 

And I said "What?" | 

And he said, "Holding us up." | 

I said, "Do you mean to tell me out of everybody---everybody 


at the plant has signed but me?" 
And he said "Yes." 


14/7 Nora Powell signed her card on February 26. Of the 169 cards 


received, 132 were signed on or prior to that date. 
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She testified that people talked to her about the Union and when they 
Started talking she would walk away because she would think 'T think 
that was my own judgment and their own too."" She stated that she 
exercised her own judgment when she signed the card. 

Ruthie Mae Chisholm testified that a union agent talked to her for 
quite a while. She stated on direct that he came to her "and told me 
that they were Sent to me by some individual from Garland, and was I 
interested in the Union---well, with their brainwashing and my thinking, 
since I was working under a union before, I thought maybe the best way 
was to Sign the card.” Asked on direct ''They told you everyone else had 
signed the card?” She answered, "Yes sir. They told me everyone else 
had signed the card. In other words, I was brain washed by them." 
Asked where she learned the word "brainwashed" that she had been 
using, she answered, "Well it is just a word that people use, I guess 
when, they are persuaded by someone else.” Asked again to explain 
what she meant she answered, "Well, when they brought the card out to 
me and explained to me about the union, like I say, I thought it was that 
you have to Sign the card.” I asked her to tell what was said and she 
answered, "TI don't think I can remember anything now that they said. 


Well, the things that they told me, I couldn't remember; I just couldn't,"22/ 


Arthur Smalls, called by Respondent, testified on direct examination 
"Well, before I signed this card I was told that most of my fellow em- 
ployees had signed the card, and I was the only one that didn’t sign, and 
I was asked to sign. So I signed the card and in return I said, 'Am I 
going to get into any trouble about this?' I said, ‘I hate to sign the thing. ' 
And they said, "No, you won't get into any trouble about it." So I just 


15/ The Board has frequently ruled that employees’ subjective states 
of mind at the time of signing the union card do not operate to 


overcome the effect of their overt action in signing. I do not con- 
sider that Mrs. Chisholm's testimony that she thought she had to 
sign the card invalidates her card. Merrill Axle and Wheel Service, 


158 NLRB No. 107, Joy Silk Mills, supra. 
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went on and signed it." On cross-examination he testified, "there 
wasn't anything that prevented me (from reading the card), but this 
guy approached me and said all my co-workers had signed, ~ said 
nearly all of my co-workers had signed and he said I was the only one 
left to sign, so I just went on and signed it without reading it." Asked 
how the conversation started he testified Well, first of all I asked him 
what benefit would the Union give me." And he said "Well, the Union 
would help you get better increases." At another time he testified as 


follows: | 
. - » 1 Said I asked him (the union agent)---"TI hope I don't 


get into no trouble from doing this." 
And he said, "No, most of your co-workers have signed 
already." He said, "You won't get into any trouble from doing it.” 


| 
* * * * * 
| 


He said "Quite a few of your co-workers have already signed 


the cards." 


* *x * eee * 


Q. Well, let's see if I understand the conversation correctly, 
You asked him if you could get into any trouble--- | 
A. I asked him if I was going to get into any trouble by signing 
this card. 
Q. And he said, "No. Most of your co-workers have already signed. 
A. He said that most of my co-workers had already signed the 
card and he wanted me to sign, asked me if I would sign. 

Spurgeon Griggs testified that he solicited Arthur Smalls' signature. 

He stated, "Arthur Smalls had a previous union experience, and he 


readily signed the card with me, and a lot of the conversation was 


centered around his previous experience in the union, in some part of 

New Jersey, and it was just about the gist of the whole thing, because 
| 

he readily signed the card and he was for the thing, he knew about 
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unions.” He denied that he told Smalls that all of his co-workers had 
signed the card or that most of his co-workers had signed the card. I 
credit Griggs. From Smalls' demeanor and from his answers I received 
the impression that he was apprehensive in testifying that he would get 
in trouble with Respondent for whom he still works and with whom he 


has a job in the cutting room which works more regularly with fewer 


layoffs than other sections of the plant. If, in fact, Griggs made any 


statement about other employees having signed the card I believe it was 
in the context of/ reassurance that Smalls would not get into trouble and 
that it was the concept of the dilution of the danger of employer retaliation 
rather than a belief that he should sign because everyone else had signed 
that was communicated to Mr. Smalls. 

Frances Cottle, testifying for Respondent, testified as follows: 

Q. Will you pleast tell me what occurred during that conversation, 

what he said to you? 

A. I don't remember all of it. I don't remember all of what he 

said. 

Q. Well, tell what you do remember. 

A. I remember him saying that if I signed a card, I could vote 

anyway I wanted to in the election. 

Q. Did you ask him whether or not you could? 

x * * * 

A. No, sir, he told me. 

Q. Did he make a statement to you with respect to other employees 

who might have signed a card? 

A. He said the majority had already signed. 

Q. About how long did he talk with you? 

A. I don't know. I was going to fix supper when he come to the 

house and he kept right on staying, so I decided to go ahead and 

sign it, so that I could get rid of him. 


* * * 
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Q. Now, did he talk to you about benefits, wages, working conditions, 
anything of that nature? | 


A. Yes, sir, he said something about---I don't know what all he 


said. 
Q. Did he say how many employees had already ee 
A. ee)" sir, he just said the majority of them had already signed 
On cross-examination Cottle quoted the union agent, San Shirah, as 
follows: "He just said that if it came to an election, I wouldn't have to 
vote for the union." She testified that she talked to Shirah for 45 minutes 
to an hour and that the only two things she remembered were that if she 
signed the card she could vote anyway she wanted in the election and that 
the majority had already signed. Shirah testified that, "We discussed the 
benefits of union, the health and welfare fund as well as other benefits of 


unionism and she (Cottle) was very worried about whether the company 
would see the card or not. And I told her that was a very remote 
possibility, and we talked for a long time. I don't remember everything 
that was said." Shirah denied having any discussion with her on the 
subject of how many people had signed a card up to that time, or that he 
told her or any employee that the majority of her fellow employees had 
signed a union card. 
Rose Wahfeldt testified that a man came to see her and that she 
did not remember any part of the conversation. Asked, “During the 
conversation do you recall this man's mentioning how many others had 
signed the cards?" she testified, "Yes, sir, Ido... He said that 
everyone had signed a card." She testified that he read certain parts of 
the card to her but she did not read the card herself. On cross-examination 


she testified that he was there 10 minutes and that he didn't say anything 


167 Frances Cottle's card is dated February 26. 


614 


else except everyone has signed the card, and that's the only thing he 
said in 10 minutes. Asked, "He just stood there and inside of ten minutes 
he repeated this same sentence three times?" she answered, ''Yes, 
sire! I deem Wahfeldt’s testimony incredible, especially in view of 
the fact that she placed her telephone number on the card in response 

to a request therefor by Jessie Riddle, who solicited her card. It is 
inconceivable to me that a union agent would have entered her home, 
stood there for 10 minutes, during the course of which he repeated * 


three times "everyone has signed a card," whereupon she signed a 


card and he left. In my opinion there is no evidence that she was in- 


duced to sign the card by any misrepresentation. 
Margie Allen, who signed her card on February 26, testified that 
Mason London came to her home and: 

Well, I can't remember what everything he said was, but 
you know, he was saying that the union was a good thing to be 
with, and he said that the union was a good thing to be with and 
if the union would come in the plant, the plant would be better 
than it is now, and we would have more paid holidays than we 
were having now. 

Q. Did he say anything with respect to the number of people 
that had already signed the cards? 

A. He said with all the workers, you know, together---he said 
they had probably---it would probably be about 150, he said, 
already signed. 

Q. He said about 150 had already signed? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Did he'use the word "majority" when he talked with you? 
A. Yes. 


17/ Wahlfeldt also testified that she was under doctor's care for a 
nervous condition. 
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Q. That a majority of the employees had already signed? 

A. Yes. | 
On cross-examination she testified that London talked with her over 
an hour and when asked, "Did he say that if the union had a majority 
sign up (sic), that they were going to request the company to bargain 
with them or recognize them?" she answered "Yes... ." | 

Q. Is that how this discussion of a majority started? Is that 

how that came about, in that statement? 

A. Yes, sir. 

Clara B. Jones testified that when a man whom she could not 
identify came to her home the following colloquy took place: | 

Q. What did he talk about? What did he say to you? | 

A. Well, we talked about, you know, that the union wanted to 

come into Garland---that's what we talked about, 


Q. Did he say anything with respect to how many other people 
had signed? | 

A. Well, I asked him did he have a majority and he tls me yes. 
Q. He told you he already had it? 

A. Yes. 


Q. And you asked him? 
A. Yes, I asked him. 
Q. Did he say anything else with respect to what might happen 
if you didn't sign that card? | 
A. Well, he just said, if they come in, that we could be sorry 
if I hadn't signed. 
Q. And then you signed it? 
A. Yes, then I signed it. 
On cross-examination the following colloquy took place after Jones 
testified that the union agent was in her home close to 45 minutes. 
Q. Now, tell us again what he had to say to you about the union? 


A. Well, as I said before, I can't remember everything that he 
| 
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Q. Yes, ma'am. Tell us what you do remember. 

A. About the union, what he---well, he said the union was trying 

to get organized at Garland, so do you want me to say what I 

have just said to Mr. Smith? 

Q. I want you to tell us everything that you remember that this 

gentleman told you now. 

A. Well, he told me that---I asked him did they have a majority 

of the girls had signed those cards, and he told me yes. And he 

told me that if we didn't sign, and the union got in, we could be 
sorry. What he meant, I don't know. 

Q. Do you remember anything else he said to you about the union? 

A. No, I couldn't be exact. 

Q. All you remember is those two or three sentences? 

A. Yes, I remember those because I asked him those questions. 

I mean, we talked about that quite a bit. 

Q. Well, what did you ask him about whether you would be sorry 

if you didn't sign a card? 

A. Well, I didn't ask him about, you know, about being sorry. 
After Jones signed the card she went to a union meeting. Robert Whitt 
testified that he was the union agent who called on Jones and that he 
told her whom he was representing and asked her if she knew about the 
campaign that they were having. She answered yes. He told her of the 
benefits of the Union and asked her if she wanted to sign a card and 
stated that they would need a majority of the people in order to get 
a union. He denied saying anything in thenature of "something might 
happen to Mrs. Jones if the Union got in and she did not sign a card" 
and denied further stating that the majority of her fellow employees 


had already signed a card. 


Diana Delaney testified that a union agent came to her home and 


said he was trying to get a union in and it was necessary for her to 


sign the card. He said this would help make working conditions better. 
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Asked "Did he tell you or mention to how many others had signed the 
card?" she answered, "He just said most of them had signed already." 
Robert Whitt, who identified her card, although he testified on rebuttal 
with regard to Clara Jones, was not asked about Diana Delaney; how- 


ever, he testified that he never told anyone that a majority of her fellow 


employees had already signed a card. 

Jerry Simmons testified that he talked to a union erent for 10 or 
15 minutes and read and signed a card, but he could not identify the 
agent. Asked on direct examination by Respondent's counsel to repeat 
the conversation, he said "Well, I don't really remember today. He 
told me my fellow employees had signed cards." Asked, il many did 
he say had signed?" he answered, "Well, he said most of them. *" On 
cross-examination he reiterated that he could remember nothing else 
but denied that the union organizer had said that he might Se es 

Freddie Wearrien testified that two union agents came to his 

home and that "they asked me for a little of my attention, and I told 


wages and working conditions at the plant if he signed a card=® 


them yes, and they said they was union mans. And so they said could 
they come in and I tell them yes, come on in. So they said-+-well they 
had these cards, so they approached me. They said, 'We are union mans 
trying to get, going to get up a union for Garland Mills’ or something 
like that. And I said 'Well, yeh?' And they said, "Most everybody 

else done signed but you,' so I said 'Well, yeah." Sol wouldn't want 

to be the only one that didn't sign, so I go ahead and sign my name 


on it. nb 9/ On cross-examination Wearrien testified that he did not 


read the card and it is apparent that he could not read. Spurgeon 
Griggs testified that he was one of the union agents who called on 


19/An objection was taken to the subjective testimony and a motion 
to strike was made. I agreed to strike it. Under all the| cir- 
cumstances I believe my ruling was incorrect and I hereby with- 


draw it. 
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Mr. Wearrien and that he did most of the talking. He said he asked 
Wearrien was he aware that there was a union campaign going on 
among his fellow employees and he said that he was". . . (A)nd then 
he began to ask me some questions about the union, and I proceeded to 
answer the questions that he asked, and his questions were mostly 
relative to benefits of the union, and what the union could actually do in 
representing the employees at Garland; and I proceeded to tell him 
something about the history of the ILGWU, and he readily signed the 
card.” Griggs denied that he said anything about how many people at 
Garland had already signed the cards. 

In all of the cases above, the employees testified that the solic- 
itors told them that most or a majority of the employees had already 
signed cards. In most of the cases the employees could remember 
nothing else, which General Counsel quite correctly points out militates 
against their credibility. In most cases union agents called in rebuttal 
testified that they did not make such statements and in some cases on 
crosS-examination the employees themselves gave testimony which 
seriously impairs the probability that such statements were in fact 
made to them. However, without considering the relative credibility 
of the various witnesses who testified, I believe that, accepting the 
testimony of each employee as first offered, no invalidating circum- 
stances appear. 


The Board and the courts over the years have dealt variously 


with misrepresentations that 2 majority had already signed” It 


appears to me that the Board has resolved this problem in Merrill 
Axle and Wheel Service, 158 NLRB No. 107, in which the Board stated: 


20/7 H. McLachlan and Company, Incorporated, 45 NLRB 1113; E. H. 

— Sargent and Co., 99 NLRB 1318; Ottenheimer and Company, Inc., 
144 NLRB 38; Indiana Rayon Corp., 151 NLRB 130, 355 F.2d 535 
(C.A. 7); Gafner Automotive & Machine, Inc., 156 NLRB 577; 

John Kinkel & Son, 157 NLRB 744; 1.T.T. Semi-Conductors, Inc., 
165 NLRB No. 98 N.L.R.B. v. Philamon Laboratories, Inc., 298 F.2d 
176 (C.A. 2), cert. denied 370 U.S. 919. Contra: N.L.R.B. v. 

H. Rohtstein & Co., Inc., F.2d 407 (C.A. 1). 
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In essence, it is the Respondent's position that the signatures of 
those four employees were obtained on a representation by those 
soliciting their signatures that "most" or a "majority" of the 
employees in the "shop" or unit had already signed authorization 
cards, that the representation was untrue, and that the named 
employees would not have signed except for the misrepresentation. 
Our conclusion, in agreement with the Trial Examiner, that the 
Respondent's position is not well taken, may be stated in the 
language of the court in N.L.R.B. v. Cacus Petroleum, Inc., 355 
F.2d 755 (C.A. 5), decided February 2, 1966: | 

(The Respondent's) position is premised on the testimony 

of five (5) employees that they would not have signed cards 

except that the Union told them that all ora majority of 

the employees had signed authorization cards. We agree 

with the Board's rejection of this testimony on the basis that 


the testimony of the signers as to their subjective state of 


mind at the time of signing did not here operate to overcome 


the effect of their overt action in signing. 
We believe, in agreement with the court's statement, that the 
same representations of the type here considered are immaterial 
in determining a union's majority status on the basis of signed 
authorization cards, and there appears no reason even for re- 
ceiving any testimony concerning such matter. Accordingly, we 
find that the Union represented a valid majority of the employees 
in the appropriate unit. | 
I believe the rule in Merrill is applicable to the situation herein, and 
in accordance therewith, I find that each of the above cards is a valid 
designation and that the statements of the solicitors, if made, lend 
there is question in my mind whether such statements were made, 
are not such misrepresentations as to invalidate the cards. It is not 


clear in many of the circumstances set forth above, that the employees 
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would not have signed the cards except for the alleged misrepresenta- 


tion, or that there was any coercion inherent in the alleged misrepre- 


sentations. Accordingly the conditional provisos to the Merrill rule in 


ITT Semi-Conductors. Inc., 165 NLRB No. 98, do not apply. I shall 
count the cards. 

Respondent contends that the card of Shirley Greene should not 
be counted because she did not know what it was when she signed it. 
Greene testified that she was given the card by Rebecca Frazier while 
she was riding in Frazier's car, and that Frazier just said to sign the 
card and she signed it. However, she testified that she glanced over 
the card although she didn't read it, and that she knew it was a union 
card. She also testified that she was aware of the fact that there was 
a union campaign among the ladies at the plant. I do not consider that 
her failure to réad the card in its entirety should invalidate the card, 
and it is certainly not shown that she did not know what it was as 
Respondent contends. I do not consider that the point is well taken and 
I shall count the card. 

Of the 169 cards produced by General Counsel, I have found that 
two were not signed at the time of the Union's demand and the Employer's 
refusal to recognize the Union. Accordingly, 167 cards have been found 
to be valid. Inasmuch as the parties agreed that there were 321 persons 
in the unit on the critical date, it is clear that a majority of the em- 
ployees had at that time authorized the Union to represent them. 

Having found that the Union at the appropriate time represented 
a majority of the employees, we must look to see whether its demand 
for bargaining raised a duty on Respondent's part to recognize it. 

Mary Cameron, the Union’s organizer-in-charge, testified that on 
March 7 at 4:30 in the afternoon she, the employee committee, and two 
staff members. Spurgeon Griggs and Sam Shirah, met with the manager, 


Carter, and a man whom he introduced as Mr. Capone whom she 
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believed was titled general nonoree! at the plant. She aid the 
union represented the majority of the employees at Garland Knitting 
Mills in Beaufort and asked for recognition. She had the application 
cards in her hand, and suggested a card count by an impartial person. 
Capone said, "We are not going to accept your cards." Neither Carter 
nor Capone was called as a witness. Respondent contends in its 
answer that by March 7 there was substantial reason to believe that the 
claimed majority did not exist and that cards which the Union might 
possess did not then represent the employees' choice. This apparently 
is based on a statement of Personnel Director Kublin that, in talks to 
employees, several employees asked how they could secure the return 
of their cards. Respondent argues that under the circumstances the 
Respondent had more than a lawful right but, in fact, a my to refuse 
recognition pending an election. 

The General Counsel contends that Respondent had no good-faith 
reason to believe that the Union did not in fact represent a majority but 
rather refused to recognize the Union in order to gain time to under- 
mine the Union's majority, and relies on the Board's rule in Joy Silkk 
Mills, 85 NLRB 1263. | 

While Respondent's reaction to the Union's demand for bargaining 
could scarcely be called artistic, its refusal to consider the alterna- 
tives of the card count or to place reliance on the Union's showing of 
authorization cards places it in approximately the same position as if 
it had demanded a Board-conducted election. The General Counsel 
relies on Respondent's contemporaneous and subsequent conduct to 
sustain his burden of showing that Respondent refused to recognize the 


Union in bad faith 22/ Accordingly my conclusion with seaees to the 


21/ President Bernat testified that Capone is Respondent's quality 
control man. 


22/ Aaron Brothers Company of California, 158 NLRB No. 108. 
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refusal to bargain must depend on the conclusions reached below with 
regard to the 8(a)(1) allegations. 
B. Allegations of Interference, Restraint, and Coercion 

The General Counsel contends that the speeches of President 
Edward Bernatito the employees in the latter part of April and in May 
prior to the election so beguiled the employees with unlawful promises 
of improvements in wages and working conditions that the employees 
were led to reject the Union in the May 13 election. 

It appears that Respondent first learned of the Union's organizing 
campaign when Plant Manager Carter, on February 28, obtained a copy 
of a union handbill and telephoned Arnold Kublin who was then Respondent's 
personnel director. Kublin arrived at the plant the next day. He dis- 
cussed the Situation with the plant manager, called the supervisors to- 
gether, and cautioned them to refrain from interfering in the union 
campaign, and then called the employees together and addressed them, 
answering some of the assertions which appeared in the Union's hand- 
bill, discussing the Union's authorization card with them, and pointing 
out that the employer felt that there was no need for a union. He opened 
the meeting to questions from the employees and in his answers to the 
questions pointed out the benefits which the Garland organization had 
given the employees in recent years. He informed the employees that 
there would have to be an election because the employer felt that the 
employees should have an opportunity to vote on whether there was to 
be a union or not. Two weeks later, about March 1, Kublin returned to 
the plant and again addressed the employees, stating that a petition had 
been filed for an election at the Company's New York plant and that the 
Respondent believed that the election at the Beaufort plant would be held 
after the New York election. He also pointed out again that the Respon- 
dent thought that no union was necessary at the Beaufort plant and 
assured the employees that the home office of the Company was aware 


of their problems and that they had set up a personnel department in 
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order to provide a conduit for information between the employees and 
the Respondent's headquarters. No allegation is made by the General 
Counsel that Kublin, in his speeches to the employees, violated the Act. 

On or about April 20, Edward Bernat, president of Respondent, 
came to the Beaufort plant and commenced a personal campaign to win 
the allegiance of his employees. On the 20th and 21st he circulated 
through the plant speaking individually to the employees, and on the 
22nd held a meeting at which, he testified, he stated that he regretted 
that it had been such a long time since he had been to the plant, and 
regretted the circumstances that brought him down but he wanted the 
people to get to know him and ask any questions that they might have. 
He announced the presentation of two sewing machines to two high 
schools. 

Thereafter, Bernat spoke to employee meetings on the morning of 
May 3, the afternoon of May 6, and the morning of May 12. i addition, 
he had meetings with all the employees in groups of 20 or 25 on May 10 
and 11, at which he called for questions from the employees and attempted 
to answer them. In the May 3 meeting he merely introduced the new 
plant manager, Levin, and the new personnel manager, Van Schyndel. 
In the May 6 meeting he pointed out that the election would take place 
1 week later, and urged everyone to vote as they saw fit. He also made 
the statement that the Union will always be around and we may have to 
have others (elections) in the future. He stated in this meeting that 
starting on May 16, "We were going to start a campaign to make this 
the most profitable and efficient plant that Garland had." | 

The election was May 18. On May 12 Bernat made a final speech 
to the employees during the course of which he said, 'T just want you 


to know where I stand," and took a tag such as cael affixes to 
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all garments which it manufactures,2= and clipped it to his lapel. After 


some further remarks which appeared to be unexceptionable he closed 
the meeting urging the employees to vote "no" in the election. 

Bernat testified that at various times while he was circulating, 
through the plant, at some of the meetings, and at some of the question- 
and-answer discussions, he was asked why Respondent did not have any 
Negro supervisors =~ He testified that in every case he answered 
that Respondent! would always select supervisors based upon their 
ae 

After the ballots were tallied on May 13, Bernat called the em- 
ployees together again, hailed the vote as a great victory and stated. 
"All of the time rates will be increased within the next three weeks and 
the piece rate structure will be reviewed and changed within the next 
six weeks.” He promised that all rates would exceed those in union 
shops in neighboring towns. He also informed the employees that they 
would be eligible for the Company's pension fund and stock option pro- 
gram. Sometime in June a book was circulated to all the employees 
setting forth the rules and benefits connected with employment at 
Garland's Beaufort Plant. In this book various improvements in 
holiday and vacation pay were recited as well as a pension plan and 
participation inthe stock option plan. Respondent admits that the piece 


rates and minimum rates had been improved shortly after the election. 


23/ Two tags were placed in evidence, one is approximately 2 inches 

~~ x5 inches bearing on one side in large letters the name Garland. 
The other is approximately 2-1/2 inches x 3-1/2 inches and bears 
the name Garland against a background in various colors of 
stylized pictures of Garland's products and bears the legend "made 
for each other." 


Approximately 40 to 45 percent of the employee complement at the 
Beaufort plant is of Negro origin. 


On May 6, an employee of Japanese origin was promoted to super- 
visory ranks, and shortly after the election Queen Brown, a Negro 
employee, was made a supervisor. 
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Although President Bernat claimed an almost perfect recollection 
of the May 12 speech, which by and large is corroborated by all the 
witnesses who testified to it, he clearly did not have such recall for the 
other speeches. He spoke, “off the cuff" in each instance, made no 
notes, and no record was kept of his remarks. The recollection of 
General Counsel's witnesses was scarcely better, particularly with 
regard to what was said at each of these speeches and indeed how many 
speeches he made. I do not discredit anyone solely on the basis that 


their recollection was faulty in view of the fact that the employees were 
addressed twice by Kublin, four times by Bernat, and once each briefly 
by Levin and Van Schyndel, in addition to the question-and-answer periods 
conducted jointly by Bernat and Kublin. This multiplicity of speeches 
together with an interval of about 10 months between the election and the 
hearing renders it a practical impossibility in my opinion for anyone’ 
to recall precisely what was said by whom or when. Nevertheless, 
certain factors appeared and reappeared in the testimony of the various 
witnesses who testified. | 

Hazel Hogan testified that she could not recall what Bernat said 
or even summarize, but remembered the gist of it. She testified, 
"Naturally, he was against, or telling us rather that the Union wouldn't 
be good for us... . (H)e did say that he hadn't given us a great deal of 
attention and in the future he would. .. . (H)e did say that if we would 
bear with him, that things would be better in the future." With regard 
to the question-and-answer period, Hogan, after refreshing her re- 
collection, testified, “one of the girls asked if she was working as hard 


as she could all day and she couldn't make either just production or 


maybe just a couple of dollars over, or under, if this was fair---it 
went something like that. And he said that if that was the case it was 
not fair and should be looked into." After further refreshing she 
added, "He assured us that all the piece rates would be looked into and 
changed if they were not right. Now, that isn't worded just like that 


there, but that's what he said, or approximately, the best I can remem- 
ber." 
Dorothy Walker testified that in one of Bernat's speeches 
. .. he said that the management of Garland was bad, and that 
if we give him another chance, you know, to make the con- 
ditions of the plant better, that he would, you know, try to do 
better in the future. 

And he also said that we always could get the union if he 
didn't do better, and he said that if we gave him another chance 
to do better, he said he would treat us so good that we wouldn't 
want a union. 

* * * * * 

That he was going to get colored supervisors and colored 
girls out there. 

x x * * * 

He said about May 16th he was going to start his own 
campaign, change things and all, you know. 


With regard to the question-and-answer period Walker testified that 


she asked why colored Zirls get off on maternity leave and have a hard 
time getting their job back and he said he would try to straighten that 
out too. Walker also testified that she was called into Bernat's office 
on May 12, after his speech and he asked her how she liked his speech. 
She said it was okay whereupon he said, "So you wouldn't change your 
mind, huh?" She answered "Well, no. I told you once that I was for the 
union, and I'm still for the union, and I can't be a hypocrite." He also 
said he was a little bit disappointed in her for not changing her mind 
and stated that he was "doing his damndest-best to prove to people 

that he was trying to do better. He said that. He said that he was doing 
his damndest to prove to people that he was going to do better, by you 
know, talking with them.” 


Bernat testified that he called Walker into his office to tell her 
that Respondent had rehired her sister Emily Ferguson at Walker's 
request. She answered, "I know," and he was shocked by the abruptness 
of the reply. He then asked how she liked the speech and she answered, 
"Well, what do you care, I'm just one person."" He said, "Well, that is the 


difference." She answered, 'Well, you couldn't lost, because you could 
gather all the people together and talk to them.... You're going to 
win, I've spoken to a lot of girls, and they're going to give you another 
chance." He said, "Oh really?" She said "Sure, can't you'see all those 
Garland tags out there, and all those Garland buttons and hats and all?" 
She asked when he was going to have the victory party, aad he answered 
that he couldn't make any promises, and that was about the end of the 
conversation. 
Rebecca Frazier testified that in a meeting near the end of April 
Bernat introduced himself and Kublin and stated that apparently the 


women were unhappy, "and then he talked about the supervision and said 
that we could plainly see that he was going to start a clean up campaign 
or something or other and he was going to start from the office. siete 

He said he was going to have changes made in the supervision and that 
things was going to be better and he knew the supervision was lousy. 

He said that he was going to hire new Negro supervisors and service 
girls, and they were going to run things here just like they did up home 
in Boston." Concerning the question and answer meeting which she 
attended, Frazier testified that Bernat showed the girls some figures 


on a piece of paper which she didn't understand’ She further 


26/Bernat testified that in each of the question-and-answer periods 
he made a written demonstration of how the piece rate system worked, 
which apparently no one understood. The testimony of various wit- 
nesses with regard to the demonstration corroborates his belief that 
no one understood him. 
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testified that someone asked a question about piece rates, why they 

were so low and Bernat answered that "at that time he couldn't make 

any promise on the prices because it was against the law, I think 

because the election was so close. ... He said that any changes that was 
going to be made was going to be made for the better." 

Dorene Crumley testified that at the question-and-answer period 
that she attended Bernat "threw it open for questions and answers and 
one lady askedihim about rates, and he said he couldn't promise how 
much but that the rates would be changed on the 16th of May, starting on 
the 16th of May, because he knew that many of them were not right." 
Mrs. Crumley asked him about overtime on Saturdays and she testified 
that Bernat answered, “if we were laid off for lack of work or something 
of the Company's fault, that we would receive time and a half for 
Saturdays whether we put in over 40 hours or not n2/ 

Julia Dortch, called by the Respondent, testified that President 
Bernat made three speeches and one question-and-answer period which 
she attended. In the first speech, she testified, Bernat "expressed his 
regret in learning of the unrest that was among the employees, and 
he said that he knew that he had neglected not coming down and looking 
after the plant. He had assumed that everything was going on just all 
right, and he was sorry about the employees being discontended .. . 
he said that in the near future that he would have the plant supervised 


as the plants in Brockton, in Massachusetts... (and) that he would 


have a plant manager and a personnel menacon Sed) and would bring Mr. 
Levin and Mr. Van Schyndel down.” 


27/ Prior to the institution of the new work rules after the election, 
employees were not paid overtime for Saturdays unless they worked 
40 hours or more during the following week. 


28/ Theretofore there was no personnel manager at the plant. 
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With regard to the second meeting Dortch testified that, "Seemingly, 
the employees were unhappy about the supervision and about the super- 
visors, so at that meeting he said that he would select people who were 
qualified that they would be given the proper training in order to have 
proper supervision.” She testified that at the question-and-answer 
period Julia Frazier asked why there were no colored supervisors or 
service girls, and Bernat answered that he would select people who were 
qualified and that they would be trained, and that anybody that was qual- 
ified or that was eligible would be selected. Someone asked whether 
there will be a raise in the percentages paid for piece work and "He 
said he couldn't tell them anything, he just couldn't say anything as of 
that time." Dortch denied that she heard Bernat say at any time that 
the piece rates would be increased, that there would be wage increases, 
that overtime pay or method of computing it was mentioned, that he would 
appoint Negro supervisors, or that he'd said that people would be treated 
so well that they would never want a Union again, if they wees this one 
Sow | 

Julia Williams was called by Respondent and testified that she had 
attended various talks by Bernat and one by Kublin. All she could recall 
was that in the first talk Bernat introduced himself to the Garland em- 
ployees. In the second talk he told them that they were going to have 


an election and it was the employee's privilege to vote yes or no, At 


a question-and-answer period he was asked if the rates on some of the 
| 


work were going to be changed and his answer was that he would look 
into it. Also he was asked if there were going to be colored super- 
visors and he said that the choosing of the supervisors would depend 
upon the ability and the qualifications. In the last speech it was brought 
up that the employees could vote yes or no and they silt it without 


29/ As to the latter her answer was, "I didn't hear him say that."" She 
also testified that he didn't mention the Union nor did he say that 
he would start his own campaign of improvements on May 16. 
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and influence. She specifically denied that Bernat had ever said that 
the pay rates would be increased, that there would be a new method of 
computing overtime, that he mentioned overtime pay, that he would 
appoint Negro supervisors or service girls or that the employees would 
never want a union again because they would be treated so well if the 
Union lost the election or that a lot of things would be straightened out 
if the Union lost the election. On cross-examination she specifically 
denied every question that was put to her about statements made at any 
of the speeches including statements admittedly made by Bernat. She 
specifically denied that in the last speech he wore a Garland label or 
referred to it and specifically denied that he asked the employees 


concerning the password for the following day or that there was any 


: . 30/ 
shouting or commotion.— 


C. Conclusions With Regard 


to the Speeches 
It is clear that the thrust of Respondent's campaign was to re- 


assure the employees that they were better off without the Union than 
they would be with it and that the Respondent was interested in their 
well being. To this and Respondent took steps first to establish a 
personal contact between the top corporat officials and the employees 
by the visits of President Bernat and Personnel Manager Kublin and 
by the appointment of Van Schyndel as the local personnel man, a job 
that had not theretofore been deemed necessary at the Beaufort plant. 
The second step was to ascertain what dissatisfactions among employees 
led to the quick success of the Union's organizing campaign and the third 
step was to get across to the employees the information that their com- 
plaints would be remedied by the Company without the intervention of 
30/ I give no credit to Williams’ denial of the specific statements by 
Bernat asked her by her Respondent's counsel. Her pattern of 
denial regarding any specific statement attributed to Bernat 
reveals either a willingness to falsify her testimony or a lack of 


attention $0 complete that it renders her negative answers un- 
worthy of any credence. 
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the Union. Ascertaining the complaints of the employees was not 
difficult. Both Kublin and Bernat simply asked the employees and they 
both circulated among the employees during the workday, striking up 
conversations with them and giving them an opportunity to voice their 
grievances. The Third step was accomplised by the speeches of 
President Bernat. Bernat testified that he made no promises to the 
employees nor statements that could be construed as promises. The 
employees testified that he made direct promises that wage increases 
would be granted; piece rates would be increased; new methods of com- 
puting overtime pay would be introduced; Negro supervisors and service 
girls would be appointed and that these improvements would take place 
immediately after the election if the Union were rejected. It is clear 
that no one clearly recalls what was said by Bernat but it is equally 
clear and I find that from what Bernat said the employees honestly 
reached the conclusion that the promises set forth above had been made. 
General Counsel contends that the employees are corroborated by the 
fact that immediately after the election, in fact on the same day, Bernat 
in a speech made his promises definite and that shortly thereafter, 


within 4 to 6 weeks, as Bernat testified, the changes were put into effect. 
| 


I agree this testimony has some corroborative value but it does not nor 
need it carry the whole burden of proving General Counsel's position. 
President Bernat is an accomplished public speaker as he him- 
self acknowledges. His final speech by which in 5 or 6 minutes he 
whipped up the enthusiasm of the majority of his employees so that they 
were shouting "vote no" at the tops of their voices is an excellent 
example of his capabilities in this regard. I believe and I find that in 
his earlier speeches Bernat made no overt promises but rather dealt 
with the questions and with the issues in such a way that his employees 
believed that he had made these promises. An example is a matter of 
Negro supervision. He testified that he answered the call for the appoint- 
ment of Negro supervisors with the statement that the appointment of 
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Negro supervisors with the statement that the appointment of super- 
visors would be based upon their ability. To the Negro employees, who 
believed that supervisors were appointed in part because of their race, 
this statement might very well have been considered an assurance that 
this would no longer be the case and they would then believe that Negro 
supervisors would be appointed. I believe and I find that in response 
to the employees’ request for information about increasing piece rates 
and wager Bernat assured the employees that they would be taken care 
of, that the Company would investigate the problem and observed that 


he could not at that time promise the increases. These assurances 


capped with that statement amount to nothing less than a promise that 


improvements would be made. As to the employees’ testimony that he 
stated that "if the Union did not win the election the employees would 
never want a union again because they would be treated so good they 
wouldn't want one,” I believe that this statement was made, perhaps not 
in the exact words alleged, but in substance. President Bernat admitted 
that he discussed the probability that if the Union lost the election it 
would not go away but would continue to seek bargaining rights. I 

credit the employees who recalled this statement which they attributed 
to him and which I find to have been made. It is a somewhat unusual 
statement that would remain in the employee's memory. 

The General Counsel contends that Bernat's questioning of 
Dorothy Walker after his speech on May 12 was a violative interroga- 
tion as to her union membership, activities, and desires. I see no vice 
in ths conversation either as reported by Dorothy Walker or by Pres- 
ident Bernat. Walker was one of the outstanding union supporters as 
Bernat well knew. I cannot conceive that Bernat would have believed 
that his impassioned speech earlier that day would have changed her 
mind in that regard. I do not find it to be violative. 


D. The Incident of the Garland Tag 
The General Counsel contends that by his reference to wearing 


| 
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a Garland tag to show where he stood and by the subsequent activities 
of the supervisors in handing out tags to the employees, Respondent, 
by President Bernat and supervisors Estelle Rutledge and June Martin, 
interrogated employees by creating a situation where employees were 
called on to declare themselves publicly as being for or against the 
Union by accepting or rejecting a proffered tag. Counsel cites Lyon, 
Incorporation, 145 NLRB 54, 72, and The Chas. Weise Co., 133 NLRB 
765 at 766, both objections cases, and Murray Ohio Manufacturing 
Company, 156 NLRB 840, 852. In the first two cases the Board con- 
sidered the distribution of "vote no" badges as placing the employees 
in the position of declaring themselves as to union preference just as 
if they had been interrogated as to such preference and found it to have 
interfered with the conduct of the elections therein. In the ‘Murray Ohio 
case, on the other hand, the distribution of "vote no" cards was con- 
sidered only from the standpoint of the discriminatory imposition of 

a no-solicitation rule, since in that case solicitation by union-oriented 
employees of union cards was forbidden. I do not view Murray Ohio as 
apposite in any regard to the problem here. While it is clear in the 
instant case that the actions and speech of President Bernat made the 


wearing of the garment tag concomitant to an identification with the 
Respondent's position. I do not believe that under the circumstances 
herein where apparently large numbers of employees were wearing 
union insignia, the wholesale distribution by the supervisors of the 
garment tags, to any employee who wanted them, amounted to anything 
in the nature of interrogation; nor would it probably have the effect of 
interference, restraint, or coercion. The Board and the courts have 
long recognized that an employer has a stake in the Board!s election 
process and has the right to engage in electioneering without violating 
Section 8(a)(1) of the Act as long as its electioneering does not have 
the effect of interfering with, restraining, or coercing employees in the 


exercise of their rights. The wearing of badges may have the effect of 
| 
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convincing a potential voter and it is my observation that not only in 
union elections but in political elections candidates and parties seem 
to feel that badges have such an effect. I see no reason why the employer 
should be deprived of this right. One might as well say that an employer 
should require all employees to wear union badges, if any do, otherwise 
the failure to wear a union badge might be considered an expression of 
an employee declaration with regard to the Union. This is of course 
carrying the argument to its ridiculous end but in my opinion illustrates 
the defect in the/General Counsel's argument. I do not find that the 
business with the garment tags amounted to violative conduct and I shall 
recommend that'the allegation with regard thereto be dismissed. 

General Counsel contends that, by granting wage increases and 
announcing additional benefits after the election and during the period 
of time when the objections were being investigated, Respondent violated 
Section 8(a)(1) of the Act. It is certainly clear now that the granting of 
benefits by an employer during the existence of a question concerning 
representation is violative of Section 8(a)(1). It is equally clear that 
the question concerning representation exists during the period of time 
between the filing of a petition and the conclusion of a validly conducted 
election. The election in the instant case was set aside by the Regional 
Director and on appeal to the Board he was sustained. Accordingly no 
valid election had been conducted; the petition remains outstanding; a 
question concerning representation exists within the meaning of the Act 
and the granting of the wage increases and other benefits violates Section 
8(a)(1) of the Act2// 

Finally the General Counsel contends that supervisor Helen Smith 


engaged in interrogation of employees and promises of benefit to em- 


ployees. The evidence relied upon by the General Counsel consists of 


statements alledgedly overheard by employee Sarah Hamilton. Sarah 


Hamilton identified the statements as having been made to Jesse Mae 


31/ See Triangle Plastics, Inc., 166 NLRB No. 86. 
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Saunders and Bertha Miller-on May 4. According to her, Saunders and 


Miller were sitting at their machines and Helen Smith camp up to them 
and said, without are preliminary, "Whether you vote for the Union or 
not you will get a raise anyway." Supervisor Smith and employees 
Miller and Saunders each testified that no such conversation took place. 
I credit them. Ido not credit Sarah Hamilton and I shall recommend that 


the allgation be dismissed. | 
: | 


E. Conclusion With Regard to | 


the 8(a)(5) Allegation 

Whether Respondent is guilty of a violative refusal to bargain 
depends upon its contemporaneous and subsequent conduct. If that con- 
duct reveals that Respondent refused to recognize the Union in order to 
gain time to subvert the Union's majority of if the Respondent's refusal 
to recognize the Union was based on a bad-faith claim that Respondent 
did not believe the Union's majority claim, a violation is made out. I 
have found above that Respondent violated Section 8(a)(1) of the Act by 
promising employees various benefits; by indicating to employees that 
improvements in wages and working conditions would be achieved without © 
the benefit of the Union and by subsequently granting such benefits, all ci 
during the existence of the question concerning representation, In my 
opinion these actions by Respondent adequately demonstrate that its 
refusal to recognize the Union was not made in good faith but rather was 
made in an attempt to gain time to destroy the Union's majority. 
Accordingly I find that Respondent violated Section 8(a)(5) of the Act 
by failing and refusing to recognize the Union as a majority repre- 
sentative of its nemiareenal! : 

Having found that the Respondent had a duty to recognize the Union 
on its demand, I find that the wage increases and improvements in . 


32/ Triangle Plastics Inc., supra. | 
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working conditions granted unilaterally by Respondent further violate 
Section 8(a)(5) of the Act. 
F. The 8(a)(3) Allegations 

The General Counsel contends that by the discharge of Julia 
Frazier and the layoff of Rebecca Frazier, Alice Ebbs, Dorothy Walker, 
Dorene Crumley, and Evelyn Houston, Respondent violated Section 
8(a)(3) and (1) of the Act. Respondent admits the discharge of Julia 
Frazier and alleges that she was discharged for cause and admits the 
layoff of Rebecca Frazier, Alice Ebbs, Dorene Crumley, and Evelyn 
Houston, alleges that such layoffs were in fact job terminations because 
of lack of work, and further alleges that Dorothy Walker was discharged 
for cause on or about September 19, 1966, rather than laid off. 

Julia Frazier was first employed by Respondent on May 25, 1965, 
in the pressing department where she worked for about 8 weeks, after 


which she was assigned, apparently on the day shift, as a sewing machine 


operator in which job she worked until May 27, 1966, when she went on 
maternity leave pursuant to arrangements that she had made with 
Personnel Manager Van Schyndel prior to that time. Her baby was born 
July 20, 1966. 

On August 26 Frazier went to the plant and spoke with June Martin, 
a clerical employee, about coming back to work. June Martin gave her 
an application blank which she filled out and returned. She was then 
told that Van Schyndel said he didn't have anything for her to do. The 
following day she called the plant and asked for the floor lady, Anita 
Webster. When she ultimately contacted Webster she was told that 
Webster didn't do any hiring or firing anymore and that she should 
contact Van Schyndel. She telephoned Van Schyndel who told her that he 
didn't expect her to fill out an application but he did expect her to come 
in and talk with him, and gave her an appointment for August 31. 


On that date she went to Van Schyndel's office where she met with 
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him alone. He immediately informed her that she no longer had a job 


and when she asked why he answered, according to her testimony, 
"Well, you made a gamble; you tried to use the union as a bargaining 
agent, and you lost, and now we don't need you anymore. . ; - All the 
money that you cost the company during the time of the campaign, you 
caused production to go down in the plant, you even caused us to lose 
some good workers who didn't want to be bothered with the fight that 
the union was going to put up.” | 

Van Schyndel gave a substantially different account of the con- 
versation. He testified that he received a telephone call from Mrs. 
Frazier, asking whether she could come back to work, and told her 
“wait until your maternity leave is up and come and see me next 
Wednesday." The following Wednesday she came in. In the meantime 
he had found out what work she did. 33/ He apologized for the incon- 
venience she had suffered in filling out a new application and she 
asked whether she got her machine back or not. Van Schyndel 
answered "I'm sorry Mrs. Frazier, but we don't have a machine for 
you.'’ She said, "When I went on leave I was promised my machine 
back as soon as my leave was over. You promised it to me." He 
denied that he had made any such promise and said when there was an 
opening she could come back, but there were no openings at the pre- 
sent time, whereupon she answered "Well if I haven't got a job, you 
are firing me," and accused him of firing her because she was with 
the Union. Van Schyndel insisted that he was not firing her and then 
testified "At that point we both, I guess, were excited by the dispute 
which was developing. I stook up. I thought there was no more point 
in continuing the conversation. She insisted I was firing her because she 
was with the union."’ He then walked out of his office and told his 
secretary to terminate her. | 

Van Schyndel specifically denied each statement atributed to 
him by Frazier with reference to the Union and stated that he did 


638 


not mention union at all during the conversation. 

Van Schyndel testified that he filled out Frazier's termination 
slip himself to indicate that she had quit for family reasons, with the 
explanation "Has other interests---not interested in future with Com- 
pany.” He testified that he found the form confusing since it appears to 
pertain to quits, discharges, and layoffs and he does not use for purposes 
of layoff, and he testified that in the case of Julia Frazier there was 
nothing under the term "discharged" to suggest the reason for dis- 
charge. "(I)t didn't say any kind of dispute or anything (and he) didn't 
know what to say on the bottom.” He thought perhaps he would be kind 
and say that she had another interest. 

I note that the form has boxes to be checked to indicate discharge, 


and to indicate as reasons therefore "misconduct," "incompetence," 


discipline,” or "uncooperative,"’ each of which would appear to fit the 


reason which he alleges caused her discharge. It is difficult to credit 
Van Schyndel's account of the discharge in the light of the entries he made 
on the discharge form. Respondent argues that Van Schyndel discharged 
Julia Frazier because of "the heat of the personal discussion and re- 
iterated accusations which he considered insubordination," and explains 
the inaccuracy of the termination slip by stating that Van Schyndel's 
background is not in personnel but is in advertising and public relations. 
Van Schyndel testified that he was recording secretary for a union in 1937 
and was a shop steward in Los Angeles in 1942. Ido not believe that 

he could not understand the termination slip, which would appear to be 
admirably suited for correctly recording the discharge if it had occurred 
as he testified. If anything, his union experience would have shown him 
the necessity of care in filling out the form and his admitted ire 

militates against a belief that he filled out the form as he did in order 


to be kind to a'woman whom he had just discharged in a flash of anger. 
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I do not credit his account of the discharge interview and I find that it 
took place substantially as testified to by Julia Frazier! | 
Dorothy Walker had been employed by Respondent since 1963. 


She had had much varied experience in most of the sewing operations and 


was particularly experienced on the serging machine. It appears that 
her work was excellent. She testified without contradiction that she was 
called on to make samples which, as she explained, “have got to be made 


perfect, you know, you have got to be real good at it when you make it 


because they want it done real nice.” 
| 


Dorothy Walker went on maternity leave on June 17, after the 
Employer gave her a slip directing her to leave on June 17 and return 
Septemt 19,39/ On September 16 she called and spoke to Van Schyndel 
and asked if she was supposed to come back to work the following Mon- 
day, the 19th. He asked if her leave had ended, and she said that it 
would not be ended until Monday. He advised her to call back on Monday 
and he would tell here. She said ''Mr. Van Schyndel, I was a member of 
the Union. That's why I want to know if I have still got a job or not." 
He repeated his instruction to call back Monday. On the following 
Monday she called Van Schyndel again, and pointed out that/she was 
supposed to come to work that morning. He answered “well, Dorothy, 
I'll tell you like this, we're pushing a lot of people back. We are having 
to cut down our production and I have already laid off a lot siceate and 


34/ Respondent also argues that it is not conceivable that Van Schyndel, 
having experience as a union member, would or could have sat in 
a closed session with a person known to be an active union organizer 
and have made the statements attributed to him by Julia Frazier. 
I do not find it inconceivable. People of greater experience than 
Van Schyndel have engaged in similar conduct all too frequently, 
apparently in the belief that in the absence of a third person their 
denials could be credited if the matter came to ussue. I do not 
find the argument convincing. 
The Employer, apparently in the year 1966, instituted , rule that 
pregnant women employees must take off for a period | of 3 months, 
apparently 2 months before the expectant birth date and 1 month 
thereafter. 
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I won't be able to take you back right now.” She asked if that was a 
temporary layoff and he said "Well, the best thing I could tell you is to 
find work elsewhere.” She said "okay"’ and hung up the telephone. 

Van Schyndel’s account of the telephone conversation is some- 
what Similar. He stated that Dorothy Walker called and asked, him 
“Do I have my machine back?” Since they were laying off people at 
that time he said "No, I’m sorry, I'm afraid not right now! She asked 
“Am I being fired?" He said "No." She asked "Are you firing me on 
account of the Union?" He answered "no” and pointed out that she was 
still covered with the company insurance and was still on the company 
payroll. She insisted that because she was not getting her machine 
back she was being fired, and asked again if she was being fired because 
she was with the Union. "She began shouting it to me and I lost patience 
with the woman and I hung up on her.” He told his secretary to ter- 
minate Dorothy Walker. 

Respondent does not contend that there was anything wrong with 
Dorothy Walker’s work, or that she would have been discharged but 
for her “insubordination” during the telephone Conversation 

As we hate seen above in the discussion of the 8(a)(1) allegations, 
both Julia Frazier and Dorothy Walker were members of the Union's 
organizing committee and were known as such to the Respondent. Each 
of them had specifically come to the notice of Respondent's highest 
officers prior to the election, as a result of their organizing activities. 
I have credited the testimony of Julia Frazier that Van Schyndel ad- 
mitted that she was discharged because of their attempt to use the 


Union as a bargaining agent, which is clearly violative of Section 8(a) 


36/ Apparently no termination-of-employment slip was made out for 

~ Dorothy Walker. Van Schyndel testified that his secretary put the 
name and date of discharged employees on termination slips and 
put them on his desk and he filled them out. He had no explanation 
for the fact that none was filled out for her. 


641 


(3) of the Act. In addition, Van Schyndel predicted to Fracier that 
others would go and not come back for the same reason. I credit her 
account of her telephonic discharge interview with Van Schyndel. Iam 
convinced that Respondent seized upon the pretext that both Frazier and 
Walker had committed insubordination in their conversations with Van 
Schyndel in order to rid itself of these known staunch union advocates 
precisely as Van Schyndel had threatened in his conversation with 
Julia Frazier. I find therefore that their discharges are violative of 
Section 8(a)(3) of the Act. | 

A careful consideration of the testimony of Van Schyndel in the 
original hearing and a careful comparison of that testimony with his 
testimony in the reopened hearing is very enlightening. While Respon- 
dent contends that Julia Frazier and Dorothy Walker were discharged 
by Van Schyndel because they had falsely accused him of discrimination, 
thereby rousing him to anger, he did not so testify. He testified that 
he became angry, and that he discharged them, but he was never asked, 
nor did he volunteer, why he discharged them. In the reopened hearing 
he testified that he had been instructed both by Kublin and by Bernat 
not to take them back after their maternity leave, because of their 
activities on behalf of the union. Neither Kublin nor Bernat was Called 
to testify, nor was Plant Manager Levin who according to Van Schyndel's 
testimony was party to the scheme of getting rid of the chief union 
adherents. Thus, Van Schyndel's testimony is encontradicted on the 
record. Respondent vigorously contends that the testimony is so 
incredible that it is unnecessary to rebut it. It does not appear all 
that easy to me. The earlier testimony raises an inference that the 
discharges resulted from alleged insubordination, but provides no 
direct evidence to that effect, although it would appear to have been a 
simple matter at that time to ask the one additional question that would 
have raised the factual issue. In my opinion the answers given by 
Van Schyndel in the earlier proceeding constitute an evasion of the 
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issue: while they might well contain the truth, I do not believe that they 
contain the whole truth. In the reopened hearing Van Schyndel testified 
that in his whole term as personnel manager at the Beaufort plant no 
employee was denied reinstatement after pregnancy leave other than 
Frazier and Walker. Respondent took no steps to refute this testimony, 
which would have been clearly within its capability if the statement were 
not true. No explanation appears for this apparent disparity in treat- 
ment, other then the alleged insubordination, and I reject that inference. 


Respondent contends that the record should have been kept open 


to take the testimony of one Authur Michel, a friend and correspondent 


of Van Schyndel. The record contains an offer of proof, in the form of 
a document prepared by counsel after a telephone conversation with 
Michel. I rejected the offer because it was apparent that the document 
has no probative value. At the same time I suggested to Respondent's 
counsel that if, in the interval between the close of the reopened hearing 
and the filing of briefs, September 14 and October 16 respectively, Michel 
were interviewed and found to have evidence worthy of consideration, 

I would consider a motion to reopen the hearing. Respondent in its 
brief again moves to take Michel’s testimony, but without any indication 
that Michel would have any information other than that contained in the 
offer of proof. ‘I do not deem Respondent's showing adequate to warrant 
any additional delay in this already ancient matter. Accordingly, I 
shall not reopen the record for this purpose. 

Even if I were to reach Respondent's contention that Van Schyndel 
discharged both of them in the heat of anger because of their reiterater 
accusation, which he considered insubordination, I would find the dis- 
charges to be violative. Respondent in its brief admits that but for the 
telephone conversations and the conversations in the office, both would 
have remained employees and contends that they were properly dis- 
charged for insubordination. However, the insubordination charged 


against both was that they accused Van Schyndel and Respondent of 
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discharging them because of their union activity. According to Van 
Schyndel's testimony, it was his reaction to this accusation that caused 
his heightened anger which led in both cases to his discharge of the 
individual employees. It appears to me that the voicing of such an 
accusation directly to Van Schyndel, the personnel manager, by the 
affected employee is concomitant to the voicing of a grievance which the 
Board has long held to be a protected activity.o-/ Surely a right to 
grieve, when the Employer had refused to bargain with the Union, must 
include the right of employees to voice their grievances to the appro- 
priate person, in this case the personnel manager, even though he may 
become enraged at what he considers to be their unjust accusations. 
Both employees, acting in accordance with the Employer's rules, com- 
pleted their 3-month maternity period and returned as instructed to 
resume their employment, with every reason to believe that their jobs 
were awaiting them. Neither of them could help being aware of the 
Respondent's antiunion feelings. Their reaction on finding that their 
jobs were not available to them upon their return, in believing that they 
were being discriminated against because of their strong union advocacy, 
was not unreasonable. Viewed as retaliation for stating their grievances, 
the discharges are violative of Section 8(a)(3) of the Act. | 

The General Counsel contends that the layoff of Rebecca Frazier, 
Alice Ebbs, Dorene Crumley, and Evelyn Houston violated the Act. 


These four ladies were members of the employee organizing committee 


and each of them was permanately laid off by the Employer on September 
9 in a reduction in force of 29 employees. The General Counsel contends 
that the selection of the 4 members of the organizing committee, among 
the 29 discharged on that day, was attributable to their Enon activity. 


377 Lloyd A. Fry Roofing Company, 109 NLRB 1314; = of 
Puerto Rico, Inc., 107 NLRB 256; Mac Smith Com any, Inc., 107 
NLRB 84; Standard Coil Products Co., Inc. 110 NLRB 412; Oregon 


Teamsters’ Security Plan Office, 119 NLRB 207, 209, footnote q 
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The Respondent contends that the decisions, which were those alone of 
the plant manager, Marvin Levin, were required to be made in haste on 
the afternoon of September 9 and were done to his best judgment in the 
short time allowed hin.— 38/ 

Levin testified that he received orders about 11 o'clock the morning 
of September 9 to discharge 30 persons immediately. He called to- 
gether Van Schyndel, Anita Webster, who is the floor lady, and Wayne 
Usry, who was in charge of the cutting room, took the personnel records 
of the approximately 300 employees then working, and decided which 
persons to terminate. He testified that the factors considered in making 
the determinations included productivity, absentee record, basic attitude 
versatility, andiseniority. He testified that employees were laid off in 
every category, although not necessarily evenly. For instance, style 
changes in the new line, which was about to commence, required fewer 
dart girls and accordingly a higher percentage of dart girls were ter- 
minated. With regard to Alice Ebbs, a service girl, no records are 
kept of the production in that category, and he asked Floor lady Webster 
regarding her production. 

Levin testified that he based his decisions, to the extent that they 
were based on production records or absentee records, on the perfor- 
mance of the employees since May 30, 1966, when he had instituted a 
record book covering all production employees. After consultation with 
Floor lady Webster, he determined the number of employees of each 
category that he desired to terminate and thereupon compared the re- 
cords of each of the workers in the various categories only against 
those other workers in the category. He identified the production re- 
cords from his'book of the 11 zipper hangers with whom he compared 


38/7 I consider the testimony of Van Schyndel to be unreliable, both 
in the earlier and the reopened hearings. Accordingly, the dis- 
cussion of these four discharges makes no reference to nor is the 
conclusion based to any extent on his testimony, although it is 
consistant with the conclusions reached. 
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Evelyn Houston, and of 19 dart setters with whom he compared Rebecca 


Frazier and Dorene Crumley. As to Alice Ebbs he testified that she 


was one of three service girls who were terminated after consultation 
with Mrs. Webster. | 
Floor lady Webster testified that Ebbs was compared with the other 
service girls working in the same area of the plant and named them as 
Irene Ferguson, Eleanor Sutphin, Geraldine Smith, and Annie Lee 
Milledge. She testified also that from the standpoint of their capabilities, 
attitudes, and absentee records, there was little or nothing to choose 
between the five girls and that accordingly the decision to discharge 
Ebbs was based solely on seniority. | 
Floor lady Webster testified that three service girls were laid 
off. Manager Levin testified that three or four service girls were laid 
off. However, of the five girls named by Webster as being in the area 
in which the service girls were being cut out none appear on the list of 
employees laid off except Alice Ebbs. Nor do any of the employees listed 
on the March 7 employees list as service girls appear among the em- 


39/ 


Mrs. Webster testified that Ebbs was chosen because she was the 


ployees laid off except Alice Ebbs.— 


least senior service girl in that particular section. However, it appears 
that of the five service girls she named, Geraldine Smith and Annie Lee 
Milledge were not employed as of March 7, 1966, inasmuch as they did 


not appear on the March 7 employee list to which all parties stipulated 
and of the five only Irene Ferguson and Alice Ebbs were service girls 


at that time. | 
If, in fact, Respondent cut out three of the five service girls as 


Webster testified, two of them must have been transferred to other 


39/ Webster indentified Geraldine Smith as one of the service girls. 
Plant Manager Levin on the other hand identified Geralding Smith 
as an employee in the cutting room. She does not appear in either © 
capacity on the March 7 list. Indeed of the 25 persons discharged 
on September 9 other than the alleged discriminatees, only 6 
apeeeeee on phe March 7 omnleyereee list and one ct them was Mary 
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work in the plant. However, no information in that regard is to be found 
on the record. In short Respondent's position with regard to the de- 
cision to discharge Ebbs is contradicted by the documentary evidence 

in the record. It appears that there were at least two of the five 

service girls who were junior to Alice Ebbs in plant seniority and three 
of the five junior to her in job seniority. Inasmuch as Webster could 
draw no distinction between them as to their capabilities, attitudes, or 
absentee records, I am forced to the conclusion that the alleged rationale 
for the discharge of Ebbs is specious. 

Manager Levin testified that five dart setters were laid off and 
that 12 to 15 remained. He testified further that he compared the re- 
cords of Rebecca Frazier and Dorene Crumley only with the records 
of the other dart setters. Each of the records with which he compared 
Crumley and Rebecca Frazier were received in evidence. There were 
21 of them. 

Again a comparison of the names on the records with the names 
of the employees who were laid off on September 9 reveals that of the 
dart setters identified by Levin only two were laid off and a third, Mary 
Lee Jackson, quit and was included in the list of employees laid off. 
Once again the rationale recited by Levin for choosing these two em- 
ployees is unsupported by the record. Applying the four factors recited 
by Levin, it appears that Rebecca Frazier was among the most senior 
and Dorene Crumley the next most senior group; there were at least 8 
employees junior to Dorene Crumley and at least 13 junior to Rebecca 
Frazier. Applying the test of absenteeism, Rebecca Frazier was absent 


1 day and Dorene Crumley 7. However, five of Crumley's absencses 


were due to an excused leave of absence. In any event three employees, 
Maxine Turpin, Blondell Hagood and Ruby Mae Jones had 8, 10, and 21 
days absent respectively during the same period of time. Finally with 
regard to productivity it is clear that of the 21 dart setters Rebecca 
Frazier had the third highest productivity, with only Maxine Turpin 


| 
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and Evelyn Spencer higher and Dorene Crumley was fifth highest under 


June Inabinette. He did not discuss the attitude of either Rebecca 
Frazier or Dorene Crumley with Floor lady Webster, according to her 
testimony, with which he disagreed. : 

Levin's testimony with regard to Evelyn Houston appéars to 
indicate that she was selected among the zipper hangers because of her 
productivity. The documentary evidence belies this indication. Of the 
11 zipper hangers whose records he identified as those with which he 
compared Houston's none of whom were laid off on September 9, 5 
were less productive, 3 of them earning 20 cents or more per hour less 
than Evelyn Houston during the relevant period. All five of the less 
productive employees had less seniority than Houston and two of them 
had substantially worse absentee records : 

The alleged rationale for the selection of Ebbs, Houston, Crumley, 
and Rebecca Frazier is completely rebutted by the documentary evidence. 
The factors which Plant Manager Levin allegedly relied upon would seem 
to indicate that these were employees who would normally be retained 
rather than discharged. I discredit Levin's testimony that these four 
employees were chosen for discharge for the reasons named. On the 
other hand I note that these were the only four members of the Union 
Organizing Committee who were then employed in the unit with the 
exception of Iona Allen. Lucy Beck apparently quit 2 week before the 
election. Julia Frazier and Dorothy Walker were out on maternity leave 
and as we have seen were discharged upon their return. There is no 
question that Respondent knew that these ladies were members of the 
Union Organizing Committee, quite aside from the fact that their 
names were signed to the various leaflets distributed by the Union, 

Each of them had been singled out at some time during the campaign as 
a result of their organizing activities. | 

| 
40/7 Evelyn Houston was absent only 1 day during the relevant period. 
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The destruction of the alleged reasons for the discharge of the 
four employee leaves a vacuum to be filled. If in fact a reason existed 
for the selection of the four members of the Organizing Committee 
for discharge other then the unlawful reason charged it would appeat 
that Respondent would have adduced evidence to that effect. In my 
opinion the inference that they were discharged because of their 
activities on behalf of the Union is inexcapable, expecially against the 
background of the employer's demonstrated animosity to the Union's 
organization. I conclude that the discharge or the permanent layoff of the 
four is violative of Section 8(a)(3) and (1) of the Act. 

Upon the basis of the above findings of fact and the entire record 
in these cases I make the following: 

Conclusions of Law 

1. Garland Knitting Mills of Beaufort, South Carolina, Inc., is 
and at all material times has been an employer within the meaning of 
Section 2(2) of the Act and is engaged in commerce within the meaning 
of Section 2(6) and (7) of the Act. 

2. International Ladies’ Garment Workers' Union, AFL--CIO, 


is and at all material times has been a labor organization within the 


meaning of Section 2(5) of the Act. 

3. All production and maintenence employees at Respondent's 
Beaufort, South Carolina, plant, excluding the nurse, office clerical 
employees, guards, and supervisors as defined in the Act constitute a 
unit appropriate for the purposes of collective bargaining withing the 
meaning of Section 9(c) of the Act. 

4, The above-named labor organization was on March 7, 1966, 
and at all times since has been the exclusive representative of all 
employees in the unit described above for the purposes of collective 
bargaining within the meaning of Section 9(a) of the Act. 

5. By refusing, on and after March 7, 1966, to bargain collec- 


tively with the above-named labor organization as the exclusive 


649 
| 
representative of all employees in the unit described above and by 
thereafter unilaterally increasing the wages and improving the working 
conditions of employees in the above-described unit without first having 
notified and upon demand bargained about the matter with the above- 


named labor organization the Respondent has engaged in and is 


engaging in unfair labor practices within the meaning of Section 8(a)(5) 
of the Act. | 
6. By discriminatorily permanently laying off Rebecca Frazier, 


Alice Ebbs, Dorene Crumley, and Evelyn Houston and dischargind 
Dorothy Walker and Julia Frazier and thereafter failing and refusing to 
reinstate them to their former positions, thereby discouraging member- 
ship in the above-named labor organization, the Respondent has engaged 
in and is engaging in unfair labor practices within the meaning of 
Section 8(a)(3) of the Act. | 

7. By the above-described conduct and by other conduct inter- 
fering with, restraining, and coercing its employees in the exercise of 
rights guaranteed in Section 7 of the Act. Respondent has engaged in and 
is engaging in unfair labor practices within the meaning of Section 
8(a)(1) of the Act. | 

8. The above-described unfair labor practices tend to lead to 
labor disputes burdening and obstructing commerce and the free flow of 
commerce and constitute unfair labor practices effecting commerce within 
the meaning of Section 2(6) and (7) of the Act. | 

The Remedy | 

Having found that Respondent has engaged in unfair labor practices, 
I shall recommend that it cease and desist therefrom and that it take 
certain affirmative action designed to effectuate the policies to the Act, 
I shall recommend that Respondent be ordered to recognize the Union 
and, upon request, bargain with in concerning rates of pay, wages, 
hours, and other terms and conditions of their employment and if an 


understanding is reached embody such understanding in a signed 
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agreement. I shall further recommend that the Respondent offer to the 
employees named in the Appendix hereto immediate and full reinstate- 
ment to their former or substantially equivalent positions without prej- 
udice to rights or privileges to which they are entitled and make them 
whole for any loss of earnings they may have suffered as a result of the 
discrimination against them by paying to each of them a sum of money 
equal to the amount she would normally have earned from the date of 
discrimination against her to the date of offer of reinstatement, less 
her net earnings during said period, to be computed on a quarterly 
basis in the manner established by the Board in F. W. Woolworth Com- 
pany, 90 NLRB 289, including the payment of 6 percent interest as set 


forth by the Board in Isis Plumbing and Heating Co., 137 NLRB 716. 


I shall further recommend that the complaints be dismissed insofar as 
they allege violations not found above. 
RECOMMENDED ORDER 

On the basis of the foregoing findings of fact and conclusions of 
law it is recommended that Respondent, Garland Knitting Mills of 
Beaufort, South Carolina, its officers, agents, successors, and assigns, 
shall: 

1. Cease and desist from: 

(a) Refusing to recognize and bargain with International 
Ladies’ Garment Workers’ Union, AFL--CIO, as the exclusive repre- 
sentative of all production and maintenance employees at its Beaufort, 
South Carolina, plant, excluding the nurse, office clerical employees, 
guards, and supervisors as defined in the Act. 

(b) Announcing or putting into effect any changes in wages, 
rates, or any other terms or conditions of employment of any employees 
in the appropriate unit described above without prior notification to 
and, upon demand, bargaining about the matter with the above-named 


labor organization. 
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(c) Discouraging membership in the above-named labor 
organization or any other labor organization by discharging or refusing 
to reinstate any of its employees or otherwise discriminating in regard 
to their hire or tenure of employment or any term or condition of em- 
ployment. | 
(d) Promising benefits to employees to dissuade them from 
supporting, or engaging in activities on behalf of, International Ladies’ 
Garment Workers' Union, AFL--CIO, or any other labor organization. 

(e) In any like or related manner interfering with, re- 
straining, or coercing employees in the exercise of their right to self- 
organization, to form, join, or assist labor organizations, to bargain 
collectively through representatives of their own choosing, or to engage 
in other concerted activities for the purposes of mutual bargaining or 
other mutual aid or protection as guaranteed in Section 7 of the National 
Labor Relations Act, as amended, or to refrain from any and all such 
activities except to the extent that such right may be affected by an 
agreement requiring membership in a labor organization as a condition 
of employment in conformity with Section 8(a)(3) of the Act, 

2. ‘Take the following affirmative action which it is found will 
effectuate the policies of the National Labor Relations Act, as amended: 

(a) Upon request bargain collectively with the above-named 
labor organization as the exclusive representative of the employees in 
the unit described above with respect to rates of pay, wages, hours of 


employment, and other terms and conditions of employment and, if an 


understanding is reached, embody such understanding in a signed agree- 


ment. | 

(b) Offer to Julia Frazier, Rebecca Frazier, Alice Ebbs, 
Dorothy Walker, Dorene Crumley, and Evelyn Houston immediate and 
full reinstatement to their former or substantially equivalent positions 
without prejudice to their seniority and other rights and privileges 
previously enjoyed and make each of them whole for any loss of pay 
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they may have suffered by reason of the discrimination against them in 
the manner set forth above in the section entitled "The Remedy." 

(c) Preserve and, upon request, make available to the Board 
or its agents, for examination and copying, all payroll records, social 
security payment records and reports, timecards, personnel records and 
reports, and all other records necessary to compute the amount of back- 
pay due hereunder. 


(a) Post at its plant in Beaufort, South Carolina, copies of the 


attached notice marked Appendix." Copies of said notice, on forms 


provided by the Regional Director for Region 11, after being duly signed 
by a representative of the Respondent, shall be posted by it immediately 
upon receipt thereof, and be maintained for 60 consecutive days there- 
after, in conspicuous places, including all places where notices to em- 
ployees are customarily posted. Reasonable steps shall be taken by the 
Respondent are customarily posted. Reasonable steps shall be taken by the 
Respondent to insure that said notices are not altered, defaced, or covered 
by any other material. 

(e) Notify said Regional Director, in writing, within 20 days 
from the receipt of this Decision, what steps it has taken to comply 
herewith =’ 


41/ In the event that this Recommended Order is adopted by the Board 
— the words "a Decision and Order” shall be substituted for the words, 
“the Recommended Order of a Trial Examiner" in the notice. In 
the further event that the Board's Order is enforced by a decree 
of a United States Court of Appeals, the words "a Decree of the 
United States Court of Appeals Enforcing an Order," shall be 
substituted for the words "a Decision and Order." 


In the event that this Recommended Order is adopted by the Board, 
this provision shall be modified to read: "Notify said Regional 
Director, in writing, within 10 days from the date of this Order, 
what steps the Respondent has taken to comply herewith." 
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IT IS FURTHER RECOMMENDED that the complaints herein be 
dismissed insofar as they allege interrogation of employees by Estelle 
Rutledge, June Martin, Edward Bernat, and Helen Smith and a promise 
of wage increase by Helen Smith. 


Dated at Washington, D.C. Oct. 26, 1967. 


APPENDIX 
NOTICE TO ALL EMPLOYEES | 


Pursuant to the Recommended Order of a Trial Examiner of the 
National Labor Relations Board, and in order to effectuate the policies 
of the National Labor Relations Act, as amended, we ee notify our 
employees that: 


WE WILL NOT refuse to recognize and bargain with International 
Ladies' Garment Workers’ Union, AFL--CIO, as the exclusive 
representative of all production and maintenance employees at 
our Beaufort, South Carolina, plant, excluding the nurse, office 
clerical employees, guards, and supervisors as defined in the 
Act. | 

WE WILL NOT announce or put into effect any changes in wages, 
rates, or any other terms or conditions of employment of any 
employees in the appropriate unit described above without prior 
notification to and, upon demand, bargain about the matter with 
the above-named labor organization. | 


WE WILL NOT discourage membership in the above-named labor 
organization or any other labor organization by discharging or 
refusing to reinstate any of our employees or otherwise dis- 
criminating in regard to their hire or tenure of employment or 


any term or condition of employment. | 


WE WILL NOT promise benefits to employees to dissuade them 
from supporting, or engaging in activities on behalf of, International 
| 
| 
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Ladies’ Garment Workers’ Union, AFL--CIO, or any other 
labor organization. 


WE WILL NOT in any like or related manner interfere with, 
restrain,ior coerce employees in the exercise of their right 

to self-organization, to form, join, or assist labor organization, 
to bargain collectively through representatives of their own 
choosing, or to engage in other concerted activities for the 
purposes of mutual bargaining or other mutual aid or protection 
as guaranteed in Section 7 of the National Labor Relations Act, 
as amended, or to refrain from any and all such activities 
except to the extent that such right may be affected by an agree- 
ment requiring membership in a labor organization as a condi- 


tion of employment in conformity with Section 8(a)(3) of the Act. 


WE WILL, upon request, bargain collectively with the above- 
named labor organization as the exclusive representative of 
the employees in the unit described above with respect to rates 
of pay, wages, hours of employment, and other terms and 
conditions of employment and, if an understanding is reached, 
embody such understanding in a signed agreement. 


WE WILL offer to Julia Frazier, Rebecca Frazier, Alice Ebbs, 
Dorothy Walker, Dorene Crumley, and Evelyn Houston immediate 
and full reinstatement to their former or substantially equivalent 
positions without prejudice to their seniority and other rights 
and privileges previously enjoyed and make each of them whole 
for any loss of pay they may have suffered by reason of the 
discrimination against them. 


i 


GARLAND KNITTING MILLS 
OF BEAUFORT, SOUTH CAROLINA, 
INC., 
(Employer) | 
| 
(Representative) (Title) | 

This notice must remain posted for 60 consecutive days from 
the date of posting, and must not be altered, defaced, or covered by 
any other material. 

If employees have any question concerning this notice or com- 
pliance with its provisions, they may communicate directly with the 
Board's Regional Office, 16th Floor, Wachovia Building, 301 North 
Main Street, Winston-Salem, North Carolina, 27101, Telephone 
723-2911. | 


Dated) >...) aes By 


DECISION AND ORDER 


| 
On October 26, 1947, Trial Examiner Paul E. Weil issued his 
Decision in the above-entitled proceeding, finding that the Respondent 


had engaged in and was engaging in certain unfair labor practices and 


recommending that it cease and desist therefrom and take certain 
affirmative action, as set forth in the attached Trial Examiner's 
Decision. He also found that the Respondent had not engaged in other 
unfair labor practices alleged in the complaint and recommended 
dismissal of those allegations. Thereafter, the Respondent and the 
Charging Party filed exceptions to the Trial Examiner's Decision 


and supporting briefs. 
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Pursuant to the provisions of Section 3(b) of the National Labor 
Relations Act, as amended, the National Labor Relations Board has 
delegated its powers in connection with this case to a three-member 
panel. 


The Board has reviewed the rulings of the Trial Examiner made 
at the hearing and finds that no prejudicial error was committed. The 
rulings are hereby affirmed. The Board has considered the Trial 
Examiner’s Decision, the exceptions and briefs, and the entire record 
in this proceeding, and hereby adopts the findings, conclusions, and 
recommendations of the Trial Examiner, with the following additions 
and modifications. 


As described more fully in the Trial Examiner's Decision, in 
February 1966, International Ladies’ Garment Workers’ Union, AFL- 
CIO, hereinafter called the Union, commenced organizing activities 
among Respondent's employees which culminated, on March 7, with a 


demand for recognition which was rejected by the Respondent. Shortly 


thereafter, the Respondent embarked upon a campaign in opposition to 
the Union. Respondent’s President Bernat and Personnel Manager 
Kublin made frequent trips to Beaufort from the home office in Massa- 
chusetts to establish personal contact with the employees and to 
ascertain the causes of employee unrest. On President Bernat's early 
visits, he merely circulated throughout the plant and acted friendly 
towards the employees. Thereafter, during the final 2 weeks prior to 
the May 13 election, Bernat made several speeches to, and conducted 
a series of question and answer sessions among, employees. 


1gupsequent thereto, the Union filed a representation petition, and a Board- 
conducted election (in Case No. 11-RC-2331) was held on May 13, which the 
Union lost. On June 23, 1966, the Regional Director sustained the Union's 
objections to that election and ordered that the election be set aside. 
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The complaint alleges, and the Trial Examiner found that, in the 


course of these talks, Bernat made certain promises to the employees 
of benefits and improvements in wages and working conditions if the 
Union lost the election, and that by such conduct Respondent violated 
Section 8(a)(1) of the Act. : 

1. We adopt the Trial Examiner's findings of 8(a)(1) violations 
based upon Bernat's promises to increase piece rates and wages; his 
assurance that "if the Union did not win the election the employees 
would never want a union again because they would be treated so good 
they would not want one”; his statement that the employees. would be 
taken care of, that improvements would be made;.and Respondent's 
grant of various benefits to employees following the election, but 


during the existence of the question concerning representation.” 


Contrary to the Trial Examiner we do not limit our B(a) (1) 
finding to the incidents recited above. Rather, we find that the 
Respondent also violated 8(a)(1) in the following respect: ! 

The Garland Tag Incident | 

The General Counsel contended that the distribution of Garland 
tags by supervisors, immediately following President Bernat's refer- 
ence, inhis May 12 speech, to such tag as a symbol of "where he stood,” 
had the intended effect of coercing the assembled employees into 
openly declaring themselves either for or against the Union and thus 
constituted unlawful interrogation. The Trial Examiner rejected this 
contention on the grounds that it would unduly restrict an employer's 
right to engage in legitimate electioneering in representation elections. 
nk eee | 
2We adopt the Trial Examiner's further finding that Respondent's! unilateral 


grant of wage increases and improvements in working conditions also violated 
Section 8(a)(5) of the Act. 
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We find merit in the Charging Party's exception to the Trial 
Examiner's finding herein. It is clear, in the circumstances of this 
case, that Respondent's supervisors, by passing out tags and observing 
who accepted or rejeeted-them, in effeet forced each employee who 
was approached to manifest his eheice. We find that such exertion of 
pressure upon employees constitutes coercive conduct violative of 
Section 8(a)(1).° 


2. The Trial Examiner also found, and we agree, that Respondent 
violated Section 8(a)(3) by the diseriminatory discharges or permanent 
layoffs of employees Julia Frazier, Rebeeca Frazier, Alice Ebbs, 
Dorothy Walker, Dorene Crumley, and Evelyn Houston because of 
their activities on behalf of the Union. 


3. We further agree with the Trial Examiner's finding that, on 
March 7, a majority of employees in the appropriate unit designated 
the Union as their bargaining representative,* and that Respondent's 
refusal to recognize and bargain with the Union on and after March 7 
was not made in good faith, but rather was motivated by Respondent's 
desire to gain timeto dissipate the Union’s majority, and that by such 
refusal, Respondent violated Section 8(a)(5) and (1) of the Act. 

Accordingly, in view of the Union’s majority status on March 7, 
1966, and the above-mentioned serious unfair labor practices which 
prevented the holding of a fair election, we find, in agreement with the 
Trial Examiner, that Respondent should be required to bargain with 


3xawneer Company, 164 NLRB No. 138. 


+The Trial Examiner found that the Union's majority on March 7 consisted of 
167 authorizations out of a total of 321 employees in the unit. The Charging 
Party excepts to the Trial Examiner's failure to count the authorizations of 
Izella Simmons and Lucinda Simmons which, although executed on March 7, were 
not in the possession of the Union spokesmen at the time of the demand. But in 
view of the Union's evident continuing demand for recognition and bargaining, 
we find that these two authorizations, whose authenticity is not disputed, should 
be counted towards the Union's majority at all times after March 7. We find it 
unnecessary to pass upon the authenticity of the card of Catherine Smalls. 
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the Union as the exclusive representative of the employees in the 
appropriate unit.> 


ORDER 


Pursuant to Section 10(c) of the National Labor Relations Act, 
as amended, the National Labor Relations Board adopts as its Order 
the Recommended Order of the Trial Examiner, as modified below, 
and hereby orders that the Respondent, Garland Knitting Mills of 
Beaufort, South Carolina, Inc., its officers, agents, successors, and 
assigns, shall take the action set forth in the Trial Examiner’ 8 
Recommended Order, as herein modified: 


1. Insert the following new subparagraph (e) in paragraph 1 of 
the Trial Examiner's Recommended Order, and reletter present sub- 
paragraph (e) as (f): 

"(e) Offering its employees antiunion insignia to wear 
in order to ascertain their attitude toward unions." | 


2. Delete the following phrase from the end of newly relettered 
paragraph (f), and from the end of the fifth indented paragraph of the 
Notice attached to the Trial Examiner's Decision. ". . . extept to the 
extent that such right may be affected by an agreement requiring 
membership in a labor organization as a condition of employment in 
conformity with Section 8(a)(3) of the Act." 


| 
3. The Notice is modified by inserting the following between the 
fourth and fifth indented paragraphs: 


WE WILL NOT offer our employees antiunion insignia to 
wear in order to ascertain their attitude toward unions. 


ee | 
Sy Joy Silk Mills, Inc., 85 NLRB 1263, enfd. as modified, 185 F.2d 732 (C.A.D.C.), 


cert. denied, 341 US. 914. 


Dated, Washington, D.C. 


ee 
Frank W. McCulloch, Chairman 


SS 
John H. Fanning, Member 


nn 
Gerald A. Brown, Member 
NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 


(SEAL) 
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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT 


GARLAND KNITTING MILLS OF 
BEAUFORT, SOUTH CAROLINA, INC. 
Petitioner : 
vs. fs No. 21832 


NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 
Respondent 


PETITION FOR REVIEW OF AN ORDER OF THE 
NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 
To the Honorable Judges of the United States Court of Appeals for the 
District of Columbia Circuit: 


The Petition of Garland Knitting Mills of Beaufort, South 
Carolina, Inc. (hereinafter called Garland) respectfully shows: 


1. Garland is a South Carolina corporation. 

2. Garland seeks review of a Decision and Order of the National 
Labor Relations Board (hereinafter called the Board) under the 
National Labor Relations Act, as amended, 61 Stat. 136, 29 U.S.C. 
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$151, et seq. (hereinafter called the Act), dated March 28, 1968, in 
a proceeding identified on the records of the Board as Case Nos. 
11-CA-3067, - 3148 and - 3188, reported at 170 N.L.R.B. No. 39, 
finding Garland guilty of certain alleged violations of the Act, and 
directing Garland to take certain affirmative action. | 


3. On March 29, 1968 the charging party in the Board proceed- 
ings, the International Ladies Garment Worker's Union, AFL-CWO, 
filed a Petition with the Court seeking review of the Board's Decision 
and Order. | 


4. The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under Sectio n 10(£) 
of the Act (29 U.S.C. $160) which provides in part as follows: 
"(f) Any person aggrieved by a final order of the Board 
granting or denying in whole or in part the relief sought 
may obtain a review of such order in any Circuit Court 
of Appeals of the United States in the circuit wherein 
the unfair labor practice in question was alleged to have 
been engaged in or wherein such person resides or | 
transacts business, or in the United States Court of 
Appeals for the District of Columbia, by filing in such 
court a written petition praying that the order of the 
Board be modified or set aside . . ." 
_.. 5. Garland seeks relief from the Order of the Board 
on the grounds that the Order and the Decision, findings and conclu- 
sions upon which it is based, are arbitrary, capricious, not in 
accordance with the law, without statutory authority, unsupported by 
substantial evidence and unwarranted by the facts, and are in disregard 
of the provisions of the National Labor Relations Act, the; Labor- 


Management Relations Act, and the Administrative Procedure Act. 
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WHEREFORE, Garland respectfully prays that this Court review 
and set aside the Order of the Board dated March 28, 1968; and grant 
such other and further relief as to the Court may seem just and proper. 


GARLAND KNITTING MILLS OF 
BEAUFORT, SOUTH CAROLINA, INC. 


E. Riley Casey 
Attorney for Petitioner 


OF COUNSEL: 


William H. Smith, Jr. 
Smith and Smith 
Barringer Building 
Columbia, South Carolina 


Counihan, Casey & Loomis 
1000 Connecticut Avenue, N.W 
Washington, D.C. 20036 


[Certificate of Service] 
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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT 


GARLAND KNITTING MILLS OF 
BEAUFORT, SOUTH CAROLINA, INC., 
Petitioner 


) 
) | 
) | 
Vv. No 
NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD, ) | 
Respondent. ) 


ANSWER OF THE NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 
TO PETITION FOR REVIEW AND CROSS- 
PETITION FOR ENFORCEMENT 


To the Honorable, the Judges of the United States 
Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit: | 


The National Labor Relations Board files the following answer 
to Petition for Review heretofore filed in this proceeding: : 


1. The Board admits the allegation of jurisdiction contained in 
paragraph 4 of the Petition for Review. | 


2. The Board admits the allegations contained in paragraph 3 
of the Petition for Review. 


3. With respect to the allegations in paragraphs 1, 2 and other 
sections of the Petition for Review, the Board prays reference to the 
certified record, a certified list thereof to be filed with this Court, 
for a full recital of the facts and the procedure in this case. 


| 
4. The Board denies each and every assignment of error con- 
tained in the Petition for Review. 
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5. Further answering, the Board avers that the proceedings 
had before it in Cases Nos. 11-CA-3067, 11-CA-3148 and 11-CA-3188, 
the findings of fact, conclusions of law, and the order of the Board, 
were and are in all respects valid and proper under the National 
Labor Relations Act, as amended (61 Stat. 136, 29 U.S.C., Secs. 151, 


et_seq.. as amended by 73 Stat. 519). 


6. Pursuant to Section 10(e) and (f) of the Act, as amended, the 
Board is certifying and filing with the Court, a list of the documents, 
pleadings and other materials comprising the entire record of the 
proceedings before the Board in Cases Nos. 11-CA-3067, 11-CA-3148 
and 11-CA-3188. 


WHEREFORE, the Board prays that the Court enter a decree 
denying the Petition to Review and enforcing the Board's order in full. 


/s/ Marcel Mallet-Prevost 
Marcel Mallet-Prevost 
Assistant General Counsel 
NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS "OARD 


Dated at Washington, D.C. 
this day of May 8, 1968 
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STATEMENT OF THE ISSUE 
This brief will be devoted exclusively to the issue 
presented in No. 21,785,* which the parties have stipu- 
lated (App. 3) to be as follows: 


‘‘Whether the Board erred in failing to provide 
any retroactive relief to compensate employees for 
losses incurred as a result of the Company’s un- 
lawful refusal to bargain on and after March 7, 
1966.”” 


This case has not previously been before this Court. 


* In No. 21,832, Garland Knitting Mills of Beaufort, South Caro- 
lina, Inc., has raised a number of issues (App. 2-3) with respect 
to the merits of the decision of the NLRB in this case. Although 
International Ladies’ Garment. Workers Union has intervened in 
that proceeding, we see no need to brief those issues at this stage, 
since the Company’s brief has not yet been filed, and since the 
Board will presumably adequately defend its own decision. Should 
we desire to add anything to the arguments presented by the Board, 
we shall do so in our Reply Brief. 
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United States Court of Appeals 


For THe District or Cotumsla Cigcuir 


No. 21,785 


INTERNATIONAL LapiEs’ GARMENT Workers Union, 
AFL-CIO, Petitioner, 
v. 
NatronaL Lasor Retations Boarp, Respondent, 
and 
GaRLAND Kwyirtinc Mirus or Beavrorr, 
Soutu Carourya, Inc., Intervenor. 


No. 21,832 


GaRLAND Kyittinc Miius or Beavrorr, 


SourH Caroxrxa, Inc., Petitioner, 
v. 
NationaL Lasor Reiations Boarp, Respondent, 
and 
INTERNATIONAL LaprEs’ GARMENT Workers Union, 
AFL-CIO, Intervenor. 


On Petitions to Review and a Cross-Petition to Enforce a 
Decision and Order of the National Labor Relations Board 


BRIEF FOR INTERNATIONAL LADIES’ GARMENT 
WORKERS UNION, AFL-CIO 


STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
These consolidated cases are before the Court on 
petitions for review of a Decision and Order of the 
National Labor Relations Board. International Ladies’ 


>) 

Garment Workers Union (hereinafter referred to as 
the Union), Petitioner in No. 21,785, was the Charging 
Party before the Board. Garland Knitting Mills of 
Beaufort. South Carolina, Inc. (hereinafter referred 
to as the Company), Petitioner in No. 21,832, was the 
Respondent before the Board. The Board has cross- 
petitioned for enforcement of its Order. 


The Facts 


The Company is a South Carolina corporation en- 
gaged in the manufacture of ladies’ sportswear. At the 
» 


time this case arose, it employed a total of 321 produc- 
tion and maintenance employees. (App. 597.) 

In February, 1966, the Union commenced a campaign 
to organize these employees. By March 7, at least 169 
employees had joined the Union and signed cards au- 
thorizing it to be their bargaining representative. 


(App. 658 n. 4.) On that day, the Union met with the 
Company, requested recognition and bargaining, and 
offered to prove its majority. The Company refused, 
saying “We are not going to accept your cards.” 
(App. 596.) 


The Union then filed a petition with the NLRB for a 
representation election. While that petition was pend- 
ing, the Company launched a concerted drive to under- 
mine the Union’s support among the employees. 


On April 20 and 21, the Company’s president, Ed- 
-ard Bernat, circulated through the plant speaking to 
individual employees. Thereafter, he held a series of 
meetings with the entire work force and with smaller 
groups of employees. In both his private conversations 
and in the group meetings, Mr. Bernat continually 
reiterated one major theme—that if the employees re- 


” 
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jected the Union, they would be well rewarded: their 
pay would be increased, their working conditions would 
be improved, unpopular supervisory personnel would 
be replaced, their grievances would be satisfactorily re- 
solved. (App. 623-32.) 


After the usual hearing, the NLRB directed an elec- 
tion and scheduled it to be held on May 13, 1966. On 
May 12, the eve of the election, Mr. Bernat made his 
final speech to the employees. In the course of that 
speech, he took a tag of the type which the Company 
attached to its products and clipped it to his lapel, say- 
ing *‘I just want you to know where I stand.’ (App. 
623-24.) After that speech, the Company’s supervisors 
distributed similar tags to the employees (App. 632-33), 
thereby challenging them to indicate in the same man- 
ner where they stood. 


The election was held on May 13 as scheduled. The 
vote was 103 for the Union, 174 against representation, 
and 3 challenged ballots. However, the Board’s Re- 
gional Director, after investigating certain objections 
filed by the Union, found that the Company had en- 
gaged in misconduct which had prevented a fair elec- 
tion. Accordingly, he set the election aside and ordered 
that a new one be held. (App. 597.) 


On May 13, the day after the election, Mr. Bernat 
held still another meeting with the emplovees, hailed 
the election results and began to make good on his 
promises. He announced that ‘*All of the time rates 
will be increased within the next three weeks and the 
piece rate structure will be reviewed and changed 


” 


within the next six weeks.’’ He also stated that em- 
ployees would be made eligible for the Company’s 
pension and stock option benefits. (App. 624.) 


+ 


Thereafter, the Company began to rid itself of em- 
ployees who had been prominent supporters of the 
Union. One Julia Frazier, a member of the Union’s 
organizing committee, had gone on maternity leave on 
May 27, 1966. When she attempted to return, on Au- 


gust 31, the Company's personnel manager told her: 


Well, you made a gamble: you tried to use the 
union as a bargaining agent, and you lost, and now 
we don't need you anymore. ... All the money that 
you cost the company during the time of the cam- 
paign, you caused production to go down in the 
plant, you even caused us to lose some good workers 
who didn't want to be bothered with the fight that 
the union was going to put up.” (App. 637.) 


Another key union supporter, Dorothy Walker, also 
had gone on maternity leave on June 17. When she 
asked the Company on September 17 whether she would 
be permitted to return, she was told that there was no 
jod for her. She then asked whether she was being 
given a temporary layoff, and was told ** Well, the best 
thing I could tell you is to find work elsewhere.’’ After 
this conversation, the Company terminated her. (App. 
639-40.) 


On September 9, 1966, the Company permanently 
--Jaid-off’’ four other members of the Union’s organiz- 
ing committee: Rebecca Frazier, Alice Ebbs, Dorene 
Crumley, and Evelyn Houston. These four were among 
a total of 29 employees who were laid off that day, 
ostensibly for lack of work. (App. 643-44.) On ex- 
amining the circumstances surrounding the selection 
of these four named employees for “layoff,” the Board 
found that “‘the inference that they were discharged 
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because of their activities on behalf of the Union is 
inescapable.”? (App. 648.) 


On July 7, October 14, and November 21, 1966, the 
Union filed unfair labor practice charges against the 
Company, alleging in substance that the Company had 
unlawfully refused to recognize and bargain with the 
Union at the time that it initially obtained majority 
support and demanded recognition, that it had coerced 
and restrained employees in the exercise of their statu- 
tory rights, and that it had discriminatorily discharged 
employees because of their union activities. Because 
of the pendency of these charges, a re-run election was 
never held. On December 19, 1966, the General Counsel 
for the NLRB issued a complaint against the Com- 
pany, based upon the Union’s charges. 


The Trial Examiner's Decision 


A hearing on the complaint was held before Trial 
Examiner Paul E. Weil, who issued a Decision (App. 
594-653) in which he found the facts to be essentially 
as we have summarized them above. He concluded that 
the Company, by the speeches of its President promis- 
ing various benefits if the employees voted against the 
Union and by actually granting those benefits prior to 
the re-run election, had coerced and restrained em- 
ployees in violation of Section 8(a) (1) of the Act, 29 
U.S.C. §158(a)(1). (App. 635.) He further found 
that the Union had in fact represented a majority of 
the employees on March 7, when it first demanded recog- 
nition, and that the Company’s refusal to recognize 
the Union at that time violated Section 8(a) (5) of the 
Act, 29 U.S.C. § 158(a) (5), because it ‘“‘was not made 
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in good faith but rather was made in an attempt to gain 
time to destrey the Union's majority.” (App. 639.) 
Finally, he found that the Company had discharged 
the six employees referred to above because of their 
support for and activities on behalf of the Union, in 
violation of Section $(2)(3) of the Act, 29 U.S.C. 
$ 158(a) (3). 


The Trial Examiner refused to sustain the conten- 
tion of the Union and the General Counsel that the 
Company, by attempting to induce employees to wear 
a Garland tag. in effect placed the employees in a posi- 
tion of having to reveal to the Company whether or 
not they supported the Union. He held that the dis- 
tribution of the Garland tags was nothing more than 
legitimate electioneering. (App. 632-34.) 


By way of relief, the Trial Examiner recommended 
that the Board issue an Order against the Company 
directing it to cease and desist from the unlawful con- 
duct which he found had been committed, and requir- 
ing it to recognize and bargain with the Union and 
reinstate with back pay the employees who had been 
diseriminatorily discharged. (App. 649-02.) 


The Decision of the Board 


All parties filed exceptions with the Board challeng- 
ing various parts of the Trial Examiner’s Decision. 
Among other matters, the Union and the General 
Counsel both excepted to the Trial Examiner’s refusal 
to find that the Company’s conduct in connection with 
the “Garland tag” incident constituted an unfair labor 
practice. The Union also excepted to the Trial Ex- 
aminer’s failure to provide in his Recommended Order 
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any form of compensation for the losses incurred by 
the employees as a result of the Company’s failure to 
bargain with the Union. 


The Board issued its Decision and Order (App. 655- 
60) on March 28, 1968. The Board adopted the find- 
ings and conclusions of the Trial Examiner on all issues 
except with respect to the Garland tag incident. On 
this issue, the Board reversed the Tria] Examiner, hold- 
ing that the Company, ‘‘by passing out tags and ob- 
serving who accepted or rejected them, in effect forced 
each employee who was approached to manifest his 
choice.’’ Such ‘‘exertion of pressure upon employees,”’ 
the Board concluded, ‘‘constitutes coercive conduct 
violative of Section 8(a)(1).’’ (App. 658.) 


The Board amended the Order recommended by the 
Trial Examiner to cover the additional violation, but 


it failed to grant any form of relief, as requested by the 
Union, to compensate employees for their losses result- 
ing from the Company’s failure to bargain. The Board 
also failed to give any reason for its refusal to grant 
such relief. 


ARGUMENT 


The Board Erred in Refusing to Grant Any Form of Retro- 
active Compensatory Relief for the Company’s Unlaw- 
ful Refusal to Bargain 


This case involves an all too familiar pattern of un- 
lawful conduct. After a clear majority of employees 
designated the Union as their bargaining representa- 
tive, the Company refused to recognize or bargain with 
the Union. This refusal was not based on any good 
faith doubt of the Union’s majority; it was simply a 
tactic designed to gain time in which to undermine the 
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Union. The Company then proceeded to accomplish 
this objective by a series of unfair labor practices which 
coerved and intimidated the employees, thereby making 
it impossible for the election procedures established by 
the Act to operate fairly. As a result, the Company 
has successfully evaded, for nearly three years, its 
statutory duty to bargain collectively. 


Cases of this kind recur with disturbing frequency. 
The standard form of relief which the Board has tradi- 
tionally granted in such cases is the type of order 
granted here, which simply directs the Company to 
cease and desist from its unlawful conduct and to bar- 
gain collectively with the Union. This type of order, 
of course, does nothing to make the employees whole 
for the period of time during which they have been de- 
prived of the benefits of collective bargaining—from 
the date of the initial refusal to bargain to the date on 


which bargaining actually commences. In this case, 
that period will be at least three years. 


As the Board has recognized in other situations, 
**remedial action, if it is to afford an effective redress 
for the commission of a statutory wrong, must be tail- 
ored to restore the wronged to the position he wou!d 
have occupied but for the action of the wrongdoer.”’ 
Town & Country Mfg. Co., 136 N.L.R.B. 1022, 1029 
(1962), enforced, 316 F.2d 846 (5th Cir. 1963). Thus, 
when an employer is found to have discriminatorily 
discharged employees, as in the present case, the Board 
routinely orders not merely reinstatement but back pay. 
Similarly, when an employer is found to have uni- 
laterally changed terms and conditions of employment, 
he is generally directed not merely to bargain about 
these changes, but also to restore the status quo ante 
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pending such bargaining. E.g., Fibreboard Paper 
Products Corp, v. NLRB, 379 U.S. 203, 215-17 (1964). 


We believe that some form of retroactive compensa- 
tion is needed for refusal-to-bargain cases as well. 
Such relief is required not only to make the employees 
whole, but also to discourage employers from commit- 
ting deliberate violations, and engaging in dilatory 
litigation, for the specific purpose of delaying the com- 
mencement of collective bargaining. A recent study 
has documented what unions and employers already 
knew from experience—that the longer collective bar- 
gaining is delayed by litigation, the ‘‘less likely [is] 
the prospect of signing of a first contract.’’ Ross, 
Analysis of Administrative Process Under Taft-Hart- 
ley, in Labor Relations Yearbook—1966, pp. 299, 302 
(BNA 1967). 


“The long drawn out process of administrative 
investigation, hearing, and, ultimately, adjudica- 
tion, bring two, three and four years of delay and 
a weakening of the charging union through the 
effects of the unexpunged unfair labor practices 
upon the employees. Even events unrelated to the 
unfair labor practices. such as changes in the num- 
ber and composition of employees, work to the same 
end.”? Ibid. 


The same study also found, as unions had long sus- 
pected, that employers are in fact engaging in frivo- 
lous litigation for purely dilatory purposes. Thus, a 
review of all refusal-to-bargain cases handled by the 
Board over a five-vear period showed that: 


“In nearly all cases where the Ageney found a 
violation of Section (a) (5). a determination of 
merit did not ordinarily involve subtle interpreta- 
tions of fact or close questions of law. Duty to 
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bargain violations were usually clear, forthright, 
and flagrant and developed out of uncomplicated 
factual situations.” 7d. at 300. 

In other words, the absence of an adequate remedy 
for refusals to bargain provides an incentive for em- 
ployers deliberately to violate the Act and to engage 
in prolonged litigation. Even though such litigation 
may ultimately be unsuccessful, the attendant delays 
tend to weaken the union and dampen the employees’ 
enthusiasm for collective bargaining. And, while the 
litigation is pending, the employer has a ‘*free ride.” 
He continues to enjoy the benefits of running his busi- 
ness as he likes, without having to negotiate with a 
union. 


On the basis of the considerations outlined above, two 
NLRB Trial Examiners in two separate cases have 
proposed that the Board, in refusal-to-bargain cases, 


should order the employer to make the employees whole 
by awarding compensation to make up for the benefits 
they would likely have obtained through good faith 
collective bargaining. In Z inke’s Foods, Inc., Case 
No. 30-C.A-372, TXD 662-66 (Dec. 18, 1966) the Trial 
Examiner proposed that an order be issued containing 
--a requirement that Respondent make its employees 
whole for the loss caused them by Respondent’s unfair 
labor practices, the amount of such loss, if any, to be 
determined in a supplemental proceeding.” In Ex- 
Cell-O Corp., Case No. 25-CA-2377, TXD 80-67 (Mar. 
6, 1967) the Trial Examiner included in his recom- 
mended order a provision directing the Company to 
*“compensate .. . each of its employees for the mone- 
tary value of the minimum additional benefits, if any, 
including wages, which it is reasonable to conclude 
that the Union would have been able to obtain through 
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collective bargaining with the Respondent, commencing 
with the date of the Respondent’s formal refusal to 
bargain collectively, October 25, 1965, and continuing 
until paid.’? In both decisions, a number of methods 
were suggested for measuring the amount of the em- 
ployees’ losses. 

The Board itself is presently considering these cases. 
Indeed, on May 26, 1967, the Board issued an order 
setting aside two full days for oral argument on the 
remedy issues raised in these and several other similar 
cases. (See Appendix to Brief for the Union in Jnter- 
national Union, UAW v. NLRB, D.C. Cir. No. 20,137.) 
In that order, the Board spelled out in detail the various 
issues on which it wanted to hear argument—all relat- 
ing to the basic question of whether compensatory relief 
should be granted in refusal to bargain cases. 


The argument in those cases was held as scheduled 


on July 12 and 13, 1967. The Board heard arguments 
and received briefs not only from the parties to the 
pending cases, but also from several amici curiae, in- 
cluding most of the nation’s leading labor and employer 
organizations. It is thus apparent that the Board is 
giving this question serious consideration. 


In these circumstances, it is difficult to understand 
why the Board in the present case failed even to com- 
ment on the Union’s request for retroactive relief, par- 
ticularly since the Union, in its brief to the Board, 
expressly relied on the Trial Examiners’ Decisions in 
Zinke’s and Ex-Cell-O. Although the Board has broad 
discretion in the matter of fashioning remedies for 
unfair labor practices, it is obliged to give sound rea- 
sons for its decisions: 

“The administrative process will best be vindi- 
cated by clarity in its exercise. Since Congress has 
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defined the authority of the Board and the pro- 
eedure by which it must be asserted and has 
charged the federal courts with the duty of review- 
ing the Board's orders ($10(e) and (f)), it will 
avoid needless litigation and make for effective 
and expeditious enforcement of the Board’s order 
to require the Board to disclose the basis of its 
order. We do not intend to enter the province that 
belongs to the Board, nor do we do so. All we 
ask of the Board is to give clear indication that it 
has exercised the discretion with which Congress 
has empowered it.”” Phelps Dodge Corp. V. NLRB, 
313 U.S. 177, 197 (1941); See also Burlington 
Truck Lines v. United States, 371 U.S. 156, 167-69 
(1962). 


The Board's failure to give any reason for refusing 
to grant in this case the precise remedy which is under 
eurrent active consideration in other pending cases 
was plainly an abuse of diseretion. ‘The unquestioned 
deference due the Board’s expertise is not a substitute 
for an analysis which enables the court to understand, 
from what the Board sets forth in findings or otherwise, 
the basis for its ruling.” Retail Store Employees V. 
NLRB, 360 F.2d 494, 496 (D.C. Cir. 1965). 


We are not suggesting, of course, that this Court 
should amend the Board’s order to incorporate addi- 
tional relief. We simply urge that the Court remand 
to the Board, for further consideration, the question 
of whether the employees should be granted compen- 
satory relief for the period during which they were 
unlawfully deprived of the benefits of collective bar- 
gaining. 


The precise problem presented in this case was pre- 
viously before this Court in International Union, UAW 


13 


v. NLEB, 392 F.2d 801 (D.C. Cir. 1967). In that case 
(which involved a set of facts essentially identical to 
those involved here), the union had also requested retro- 
active compensatory relief which the Board had sum- 
marily denied. The Board itself, however, subse- 
quently asked the Court to remand the case so that the 
Board could give further consideration to the issue, in 
conjunction with the other cases which had arisen sub- 
sequently and which raised the same question. The 
Court granted this request. Jd. at 810. 


We do not know whether the Board will make a 
similar request in this case. Whether it does or not, 
however, we urge that the Court grant a similar remand 
here. The Union’s request for compensatory relief 
plainly presents a substantial issue on which the Union 
is entitled, at the very least, to a reasoned decision from 
the Board. 


Such a remand, of course, need not and should not 
prevent immediate enforcement of the Board’s existing 
order. Such enforcement was granted in the UAW 
case, and should be granted here. See also Interna- 
tional Chemical Workers Union v. NLRB, 395 F.2d 
639 (D.C. Cir. 1968). It would be entirely inappro- 
priate and totally unnecessary to delay bargaining even 
longer while the Board considers what remedy should 
be granted for the delay which has already occurred. 


CONCLUSION 


For the reasons stated above, the Board’s existing 
Order should be enforced forthwith, but the case 
should be remanded to the Board for further con- 
sideration of the question of whether additional relief 
should be granted to compensate the employees for 


14 


ses they incurred during the period which they 
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On Petitions To Review and Cross-Application for Enforcement 
of an Order of the National Labor Relations Board 


BRIEF FOR THE NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 


STATEMENT OF QUESTIONS PRESENTED 
| 


The questions presented, as set forth in the pre-hearing conference 


stipulation and reproduced at pp. 2-3 of the appendix of the parties, are: 


Case No. 21,832 | 


1. Whether the Board properly concluded that the International 


Ladies’ Garment Workers Union represented a majority of the production 


: | 
and maintenance employees at the Company’s Beaufort plant on and after 


March 7, 1966. : 


> 


>. Whether the Board properly concluded that the Company violated 
Section 8(a)(5) and (1) of the Act by refusing to recognize the Union on 
March 7, 1966. when the Union demanded recognition, and thereafter, 
based upon its allegation that it represented a majority of the production 
and maintenance employees at the C ompany’s Beaufort, South Carolina 


plant. 


> 


3. ‘Whether the Board properly concluded that the Company violated 


Section 8(aX 1) of the Act by the pre-election talks of its President Bernat. 


4. Whether the Board properly concluded that the Company violated 
Section 8(a(1) and (5) of the Act by granting wage increases to its 


employees subsequent to the Board conducted election. 


5.' Whether the Board properly concluded that the Company violated 
Section’ 8(a)(1) of the Act with respect to Company garment tags worn by 


employees in the period preceding the Board conducted election. 
6. Whether the Board properly concluded that the Company discrim- 
inatorily discharged or laid off employees Julia Frazier, Rebecca Frazier, 


Alice Ebbs, Dorothy Walker, Dorene Crumley and Evelyn Houston because 


of the Union activities, in violation of Sections 8(a)(3) and (1) of the Act. 


The Company contends that the following is also an issue in the case. 

Whether the Board properly concluded that the employer interfered 
with the conduct of the Board-conducted election of May 13, 1966 and 
set the election aside. 


Case No. 21, 785 


Whether the Board erred in failing to provide any retroactive relief to 


compensate employees for losses incurred as a result of the Company’s 


unlawful refusal to bargain on and after March 7, 1966. 


This case has not previously been before the Court. 


3 
STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
This consolidated proceeding is before the Court upon petitions t 
review and cross-application for enforcement of a Decision and Orde 
(App. 655-660)! of the National Labor Relations Board issued again, 


Garland Knitting Mills of Beaufort, South Carolina, Inc. (hereafter, ° the 


Company”) on March 28, 1968, and reported at 170 NLRB No. 39. The 
proceedings were consolidated by order of this Court. The Company has 
been permitted to intervene in No. 21,785, and the International Ladies’ 

Garment Workers Union, AFL-CIO (hereafter. “the Union”) has been 
permitted to intervene in No. 21,832. This Court has jurisdiction under 


Section 10(e) and (f) of the Act. | 


I. THE BOARD'S FINDINGS OF FACT 


Briefly, the Board found that the Company violated Section 8(a)(1) of 


the Act by promising benefits to the employees prior to the election: by 


granting benefits to the employees following the election: and by dis- 
tributing company garment tags among the employees and observing who 


accepted them. The Board further found that the Company violated Sec- 


tion 8(a)(3) and (1) of the Act by discharging or laying off six employees 
because of their union activities. Finally. the Board found that the Com- 
pany violated Section 8(a)(5) and (1) of the Act by refusing to recognize 


and bargain with the Union as the employees exclusive bargaining repre- 


sentative and by granting benefits to the employees without bargaining 

with the Union. The facts upon which the Board’s findings are based may 
| 

be summarized as follows: 


I “App.” references are to portions of the record printed as the Appendix of the 
Parties. References preceding a semicolon are to the Board's findings: those following 
are to the supporting evidence. 


4 
4. The Union Campaign and Bargaining Demand 
The Union began its organizational drive at the Company’s Beaufort 
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plant in February 1900 (App. 395: 47)- On February 22.7 a union organi- 
zer and five employees met at the home of employee Dorene Crumley 

Ubid.)* During the meeting. each of the women signed an authorization 
card and gave it to the organizer (App. 595-596; 47-48). Thereafter the 
Union conducted a short but vigorous organizing drive. obtaining 177 signed 


authorization cards in the unit of 321 employees (App. 596-597; 57-58). 


On March 7. union organizer Mary Cameron, accompanied by several 
members of the employee organizing committee and two other organizers, 


went to the Company to demand recognition (App. 596: 54-55). There, 


the group met with Plant Manager Carter and Quality Control Manager 


Capone (App. 596: 54-55, 334). Cameron introduced the group and stated 
that the Union represented a majority of the Company’s employees ([bid.). 
Referring to the 177 authorization cards she held, Cameron suggested that 
the cards could be checked by a neutral third party (App. 596; 55). Capone 
responded. “We are not going to accept your cards” (/bid.). On the follow- 
ing day the cards were delivered to the Union’s attorney in Atlanta, who 
promptly mailed them to the Board’s Regional office in Winston-Salem, 
North Carolina (App. 596; 115-116). 


iB. The Company’s Response to the Organizing Campaign 


The Union campaign first came to the Company’s attention on Feb- 


ruary 28, when Plant Manager Carter obtained a copy of a union handbill 


—— 


2 All events herein occurred in 1966 unless otherwise indicated. 
3Phe Trial Examiner inadvertently referred to the date as March 22 (App. 595). 


4he other four employees, in addition to Crumley, were Alice Ebbs, Carolyn 
Johnson, Ione Allen and Mary Gregory. 
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distributed among the employees that morning (App. 622; 369, 491)? 
Carter telephoned Arnold Kublin, the Company’s Personnel Director, i 
Boston, and read the leaflet to him (/bid.). Kublin left Massachusetts that 


evening, arriving at the Beaufort plant on the following morning (App! 


622: 370). After consulting with Carter, Kublin met with the supervisors 
on March 2, and cautioned them to refrain from threatening or question- 
ing the employees about the Union (App. 622; 370-371). During the 
following two days, Kublin held a series of group meetings for the employees 


in the Company’s cafeteria (App. 622: 371). The employees were told, 


inter alia, that the Company had existed for many years without a Union 


and that there must have been a reason for that (App. 622; 372-373). | 


Two weeks later, Kublin returned to the plant and again spoke to the 
employees (App. 622: 375). In response to questions from Danlovecs! 
Kublin assured them that management was engaged in an effort to make 
the Beaufort staff feel more involved in the Company’s total operations 
(App. 622-623; 375-376). Kublin stressed the fact that the Company had 
recently established a personnel department at the Beaufort planta 
department which would facilitate communications between the home 
office in Massachusetts and Beaufort. increase the employees” awareness of 
company operations, and provide employees with a means of resolvii g 


personal problems with someone other than a line supervisor (Ibid.).6 


On April 20, with the election scheduled for less than a month ae 


SThe leaflet was signed by the members of the ° ‘Garland Knitting Mills Organi 
ing Committee”; among the 10 names listed were the names of the six discriminatees 
herein (App. 491). 


None of Kublin’s conduct was alleged to have violated the Act. 


7The election was held as scheduled on May 13 (App. 623; 105, 376). 
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Company Mresident Edward Bernat came to Beau fort from Boston to enter 
the campaign for the first time (App. 623; 312-313). He spent two days cir- 
culating among the employees. speaking with them individually, and then 
gave the first of 2 series of speeches to the employee complement (App. 


623. 312-314). 


Subsequently. Bernat returned to Beaufort, making speeches on May 3, 

May 6 and May 12. and holding group meetings on May 10 and 11 (App. 

>3- 313). During one of the early speeches, Bernat openly indicated that 
the employees would be better off if the Union lost the election. Thus, 
he stated that if the employees “gave him another chance.” he would “try 
to do better in the future™ (App. 626, 657: 107). Bernat also told the 
employees that if the Union failed “he would treat [them] so good that 
{thev] wouldn't want a union” (App. 626, 637: 34. 107. 133). 

This cheme was repeated at a question-and-answer session following 
one of the speeches. Asked about possible adjustment of the employees’ 
wages, Bernat responded that the problem would be examined and “any 
changes that was going to be made was going to be made for the better” 


(App. 625-628: 657: 134, 147). Bernat also indicated that he would hire 


qualified Negro supervisors and service girls and “run things here just like 


they did up home in Boston’ (App. 627, 657:,108, 133) 

During his speech of May 12, Bernat stood on 2 cutting table and 
said, “I have never felt taller since I have been in Beaufort. I have seen a 
lot of union badges here this morning. I just want you to know where I 
stand” (App. 623, 321). At this point Bernat took a company hang tag 


8 although 40 percent of the employees were Negroes, there was only one Negro 
among the Company’s supervisors prior to the election (App. 624; 339-340). 
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and affixed it to his lapel? (App. 623-624; 321). After the speech, super- 
visors circulated through the plant, offering employees Garland tags such 


as the one Bernat had put on (App. 657-658; 82, 83, 106-107). 


C. The Election and the Post-Election Campaign 


The Union’s campaign culminated in the filing of a representation 
petition and the holding of a Board-conducted election. The Union lost 
the election, which was conducted on May 13, by a vote of 174-103 (App. 
596-597). On May 20, the Union filed timely objections to conduct 
affecting the results of the election and, on June 23, the Regional Director 
issued his report on objections and ordered that the election of May 13 be 
set aside because of certain pre-election conduct by the Company. and that 
a new election be directed (App. 597). The charges in the instant case, 
filed on July 7, October 14 and November 21 (App. 594). blocked the 
further processing of the representation proceeding. 

Immediately after the ballots were counted on May 13, Bernat 
assembled the employees for a “victory” speech, in which he announced 
that the wage rates and piece rates would be reexamined and raised du - 
ing the coming weeks (App. 624: 333, 356- 357). The promises made by 
Bernat were fulfilled in the early part of June (App. 624; 357-358). Cer- 
tain increases in other benefits, such as improvements in holiday and vaca- 
tion pay as well as a pension plan and participation in the Company’s stock 


option plan, were also made at that time (App. 624: 135-136, 461-464). 


| 
9The hang tags. on which is printed the Company's name, are put on garments 
the Company manufactures, and are kept on tables where the employees work) (App. 
623-624; 500). | 


8 


D. the Company Discharges Employees Julia Frazier and 
Dorothy Walker and Lays Off Employees Rebecca 
Frazier. Alice Ebbs, Dorene Crumley and 
Evelyn Houston 
1. Julia Frazier 

Julia Frazier was employed by the Company as a sewing machine 
operat ar. She became 2n open and vigorous supporter of the Union, joined 
the organizing committee, wore a union button, accompanied the union 
representative when the bargaining demand was made and wore a union 
apron (App. 636: 73. 77. 83). On May 27. she went on matemity 
leave. as she had previously arranged to do (App. 636: 78-79). On August 
>6. 2 month after the birth of her baby Frazier went to the plant and > 
spoke with an office worker about returning to work (App. 636: 79). She 
filled out an application for employment. but a shert time later Frazier 
was advise? that Personne! Manager Van Schyndel had no work that she 
could do (App. 636: 79-80). 

Later that week Frazier called the plant and spoke to Floorlady Anita 
Webster (/bid.). Webster informed Frazier that Van Schyndel was respon- 
sible for all hiring and that Frazier should contact him. (App. 636; 80). 
Frazier then called Van Schnydel, and was told to come to the plant for a 


talk (/bid.). 


On Avevst 7? Frazier met with Van Schyndel in the latter’s office 
(App. 636-637: %0-81). There, Frazier was told that she no longer had a 
job with the Company (App. 637: 81). When she asked why, Van Schyndel 
told her, “Well, you made a gamble; you tried to use the union as a bar- 


gaining agent, and you lost. and now we don’t need you any more” (/bid.). 


Van Schyndel added that the union campaign had cost the Company 


monev and the loss of some valued employees who didn’t want to be 
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bothered with the Union (/bid.). He commented on the new benefits the 
employees were receiving without the Union and told her that other pro- 
union employees would be leaving (App. 641; 81-82). | 

2. Dorothy Walker | 
| 
Dorothy Walker was first employed by the Company in 1963. She 


became an extremely skilled worker, and was often called upon to make 


samples, which have to be done perfectly (App. 639; 102-103). Walker; 
signed a union card, became a member of the organizing committee, and 
was present on the day the Union demanded recognition from the Com+ 
pany (App. 640; 103-104, 111-112). Prior to the election she appeared at a 


representation hearing involving the Company (App. 104). Her pro-union 
sentiments were known also to President Bernat (App. 108). | 


On June 17, Walker went on maternity leave, expecting to retum to 


work, as directed, on September 19 (App. 639; 102. 109). Walker called 


Van Schyndel on September 16, to ask if she should report to work on 


the following Monday when her maternity leave expired (App. 639; 110). 
Van Schyndel told her, “You call me back on Monday and I will tell you” 
(Ibid.). Walker said, “I was a member of the Union. . -I want to know if 
I have still got a job or not.” Van Schyndel repeated his instruction to 
call on Monday (Jbid.). | 

On the following Monday, Walker called Van Schyndel as directed 
(App. 639; 110-111). He told her, “We are having to cut down our pro- 
duction and I have already laid off a lot already, and I won’t be able| to 
take you back right now” (App. 639-640; 111). When Walker asked if the 
lay off was temporary, Van Schyndel told her to “find work elsewhere” 


(App. 640: 111). 
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3. -tlice Ebbs. Dorene Crumley, Evelvn Houston and 
Rebecca Frazier 

Alice Ebbs. Dorene Crumley. Evelyn Houston and Rebecca Frazier 
were all known members of the employee organizing committee (App. 
643: 104: 491). Ebbs secured the signatures of about ten other employees 
on union authorization cards and attended union meetings (App. 116-117). 
In June. Assistant Manager Buffington acknowledged that he knew of her 
union activities (App. 120-121). Van Schyndel also was aware of her 
union sympathies (App. 122). Houston, Frazier and Crumley had openly 
solicited employees to sign authorization cards, and their union sympathies 


were well known to the Company (App. 62. 130-131, 144-145, 1307-1308). 


Each of these employees was permanently laid off on September 9. 
along with some 25 others. Crumley and Ebbs were in a group of approxi- 
mately 15 emvicvees wno were called to the office on that day (App. 150- 
i51). There. Plant Menazer Levin told the employees that they were being 
laid off for lack of work (App. 151, 283). Crumley and Ebbs went to 
Van Schyndel. who was also present, and asked why they had been chosen 
for layoff (App. 151). Van Schyndel said that several factors were involved 


in the selection process and he “couldn’t say what they were” (/bid.). 


Houston and Frazier were among another group called to Van Sch- 
yndel’s office on the same day (App. 137-138). These employees were 


also iold that tuey were being laid off because of lack of work (App. 138). 
II. THE BOARD’S CONCLUSIONS AND ORDER 


Upon the foregoing facts the Board found that the Company violated 


Section 8(a)(1) of the Act by promising benefits to the employees prior to 


the election; by granting benefits to them after the election, but during 


the pendency of a question concerning representation; and by distributing 
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company garment tags among the employees and observing who accepted 
them (App. 657-658, 649). The Board further found that the Company 

violated Section 8(a)(3) and (1) of the Act by discharging or laying off 
six employees because of their union activities; and that it violated Sec- 
tion 8(a)(5) and (1) of the Act by refusing to recognize and bargain with 
the Union as the employees’ exclusive bargaining representative, and | by 
granting benefits to the employees without bargaining with the Union 
(App. 648-649). 


The Board’s order requires the Company to cease and desist from the 
unfair labor practices found and from in any like or related manner inter- 
fering with, restraining or coercing its employees in the exercise of their 
protected rights (App. 650-651). Affirmatively. the Board’s order se 
the Company to offer full and immediate reinstatement to employees 
Houston, Crumley, Walker, Ebbs, Julia Frazier and Rebecca Frazier to their 
former or substantially equivalent positions, without prejudice to their 


seniority or other rights and privileges. and to make them whole for any 


loss they may have suffered by reason of the Company’s discriminatory 
conduct; to bargain collectively with the Union upon request as the exclu- 
sive bargaining representative of all employees in the unit: and to post 

appropriate notices (App. 651-652). 


re 
ARGUMENT 


SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE ON THE RECORD AS A WHOLE SUP- 
PORTS THE BOARD'S FINDING THAT THE COMPANY VIOLATED 
SECTION S{a\1) OF THE ACT BY PROMISING BENEFITS TO THE 
EMPLOYEES BEFORE THE ELECTION: BY DISTRIBUTING COM- 
PANY GARMENT TAGS AMONG THE EMPLOYEES AND OBSERV- 
ING WHO ACCEPTED THEM: AND BY GRANTING BENEFITS TO 
THE EMPLOYEES FOLLOWING THE ELECTION 


A. Promises of Benefits 


As shown in the Statement. supra. the Company responded to the 
union organizational drive with a mass of speeches. group meetings and 
question and answer periods designed to counter the threat of unioniza- 
tion President Bernat became deeply involved in the Company's 


campaign. making severai of the speeches to the employees. During these 


zalxs Bernt plcin'y promised that the Union’s defeat would be to the 


employees” material advantage. Thus. he told them that if they “gave him 
another chance.” he would “try to do better in the future” (App. 107). 
Bernat emphasized the point by saying that if the Union lost, “he would 
treat [the employees] so good that [they] wouldn’t want a union” (App. 
34. 107. 133). Later, at question-and-answer periods, he promised that 
qualified Negroes would be made supervisors, thet the wage structure 
would be reviewed and that “any changes that was going to be made was go- 
ing to be made for the better” (App. 134, 147). It is too clear to require ex- 
tended discussion that such statements are violative of Section 8(a)(1) of the 
Act. See, e.g., Amalgamated Clothing Workers of America, AFL-CIO (Ham- 
burg Shirt Corp.) v. N.L.R.B., 125 U.S. App. D.C. 275, 371 F.2d 740, 742- 
743 (C.A.D.C., 1966). 


13 


The Company contends (Br. p. 10) that Bernat’s remarks were pro- 


tected by Section 8(c) of the Act, which provides, in relevant part: 
The expressing of any views, argument, or opinion . . . shall 
not constitute or be evidence of an unfair labor practice 
under any of the provisions of this Act, if such expression 
contains no threat of reprisal or force or promise of bene- 
fit. 


| 
A short and complete answer to this assertion is found in N.L.R.B. v. Flo- 
matic Corp., 347 F.2d 74 (C.A. 2, 1965), in which the court said at pp. 
77: “No question of free speech is involved. Section 8(c), by which 
Congress in 1947 embodied in the Act its understanding of the First Amené- 


ment’s requirements, specifically denies protection to speech containing a 


‘promise of benefit,’ such as the Board found here.” 
| 
| 


The Company apparently confuses the basis of the Board’s decision 
| 


here (Br. pp. 8-11). The Trial Examiner did not, as the Company suggests, 
base his finding on the employees’ subjective impression of what Bernat 
said, but rather on a synthesis of their testimony as to what they actually 


heard. Thus, in his conclusion, the Examiner stated (App. 631): 


The employees testified that [Bernat] made direct promises 
that wage increases would be granted: piece rates would be 
increased: new methods of overtime pay would be intro- 
duced; Negro supervisors and service girls would be appointed 
and that these improvements would take place immediately 
after the election if the Union were rejected. It is clear 
that no one clearly recalls what was said by Bernat but it 
is equally clear and I find that from what Bernat said the 
employees honestly reached the conclusion that the promises 
set forth above had been made. 


Plainly, the Examiner relied on the testimony of the employees as set 
forth in detail in his opinion (App. 625-630) and not, as the Company 
urges (Br. p. 9). on “sheer speculation.” The fact that the Trial Examiner 


noted that Bernat made no “overt™ promises in his prior speeches (App. 
631) lends no support to the contention that his decision was grounded 
on other than a synthesis of the testimony. The Examiner meant only 
that the promises Bernat made in the early speeches (such as, if he were 
given a second chance he would do better) were implicit, as contrasted 
with explicit promises (such as a reexamination of the wage structure with 


3 view to raising the scale) made in later speeches. 


B. The Garland Tag Incident 


As related supra. pp. 6-7. President Bernat addressed the employ- 
ees on May 12. During his speech Bernat remarked. “I have seen a lot of 


union badges here this morning. | just want you to know where I stand” 


(App. 623: 321). Pausing. Bernat picked up a Company hang tag and 


affixed it to his lapel. Shortly thereafter. following the conclusion of 
Bernat’s speech. company supervisors went through the plant. distributing 
Garland hang tags to the employees and asking them if they wanted to 


wear one. 


The Board found that the distribution of the Garland tags was a 
subtle but coercive form of interrogation./? See, Thompson Products, Inc. 
et al.. 60 NLRB 1381. 1385 (1945): The Chas. V. Weise Co., 133 NLRB 765, 
766 (1961): Beiser Aviation Corp., 135 NLRB 399, 400 (1952); Earle Indus- 


10)» so holding, tne Board reversed the Trai Examiner who had dismissed this 
allegation cf the complaint. In reversing the Trial Examiner on this issue, the Board 
differed only on the legal conclusion to be drawn from uncontested facts and not on 
questions of credibility. Since “[c]onclusions, interpretations, law, and policy” are 
“open to full review” by the Board, no special significance attaches to the Examiner's 
determination of this issue. Universal Camera Corp. v. N.L.R.B., 340 U.S. 474, 494- 
496 (1951); F.C.C. v. Allentown Broadcasting Corp., 349 U.S. 358, 363-364 (1955), 
International Woodworkers v. N.L.R.B., 104 U.S. App. D.C. 344, 262 F.2d 233, 234 
(C.A.D.C., 1958). 
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tries, Inc., 146 NLRB 536, 543 (1964); Ralph Wells & Co., 151 NLRB 
1384, 1391 (1965). By approaching an employee and asking him whether he 
wants a Garland tag, the company official forces the employee to declare 
his sentiments. If he accepts the tag, he is a pro-company employee. If he 
declines one, he runs the serious risk that he will be branded pro-union by 
the Company. This is especially true where, as here, no assurances were 
given against reprisals, and where the supervisor did not indicate that by 
refusing a tag the employee would not necessarily be considered pro-union. 
See N.L.R.B. v. Camco, Inc., 340 F.2d 803, 804-807 (C.A. 5, 1965), cert. 
denied, 382 U.S. 926. Thus, it is the element of confrontation which 
makes the distribution of the tags coercive. With the confrontation, the 
element of voluntariness in revealing his views is removed from the 
employee. The situation created by the direct offer of a company ag 
cannot, therefore, be compared with an employee voluntarily wearing pro- 


union or pro-employer insignia. Nor should it be compared with’ an 


employer setting aside an area where employees may come to pick up a 
company tag—for there the employee may remain publicly uncommitted 
without feeling that his employer will automatically assume that he favors 
the union.’ In sum, we submit that in the circumstances of this case, 
particularly in light of Company President Bernat’s promises of benefits if 
the employees rejected the Union, the passing out of the Garland tags 
amounted to coercive interrogation. Kawneer Co., 164 NLRB No, 138 


(1967). 12, To be sure, the interrogation was accomplished by subtle 


1 indeed, there was no need to make any direct distribution of the tags here, as 
the tags were kept at the employees’ work stations (note 9, supra). 


12The Company mistakes the facts of the Kawneer case (Br. p. 7). The Sore 
did not ask all the employees to remove their union buttons, and the warning to an 
employee who was wearing a union insignia came after the distribution of * “VOTE NO” 


buttons. 
| 
| 


me) 


means. But. as the Board has noted, “That the interrogation [was] in 
some instances accomplished with a measure of subtlety in no sense dimin- 


ished their likely impact on the employees.” Engineers & Fabricators, 


Inc.. 136 NLRB 919, 920-921 (1966), enforced in relevant part, 376 F.2d 


482 (C.A. 5. 1967). 


C. The Improvement of Benefits 

Shortly after the election. Bernat told the employees that the time 
rates and piece rates would be increased during the weeks ahead. This 
promise was fulfilled shortly thereatter. Also. in June, an employee hand- 
book was circulated to the employees. The benefits listed in the book 
included’ improvements in holiday and vacation pay. and provided for 
employee eligibility in a pension fund and a stock option plan. 

The above imorovements occurred while objections to conduct affecé 
ing the results of the election were pending determination by the Boeru 
Hence. there was a distinct and very real possibility that the election 
would be set aside and a new election directed—an eventuality that in fact 
occurred. This. coupled with the Company’s pre-election promises and the 
award of benefits on the heels of the Union’s loss in the election, led the 
Board to conclude that the Company’s action violated Section 8(a)(1) of 
the Act, It is well settled that Section 8(a)(1) “prohibits not only intru- 


sive threats and promises but also conduct immediately favorable to 


13.45 Professor Bok has noted: “By indicating through his questions that he 
desires to learn about the sympathies and activities of individual employees, the 
employer'may convey an impression, rightly or wrongly, that he is considering reprisals 
against union supporters. In this way, he may discourage particular employees from 
giving overt support to the Union... .” The Regulation of Campaign Tactics in Rep- 
resentation Elections Under the National Labor Relations Act, 78 Harv. L. Rev. 38, 
106 (1964). 
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| 
employees which is undertaken with the express purpose of apes 


upon their freedom of choice for or against unionization and is reasonably 
calculated to have that effect. * * * The danger inherent in well- -timed 
increases in benefits is the suggestion of a fist inside the velvet glove.” ' 
N_L.R.B. v. Exchange Parts Co., 375 U.S. 405, 408-410 (1964). Accord: 
Northwest Engineering Co., 148 NLRB 1136, 1144-1 145 (1964), enforded 
sub nom. United Steelworkers of America, AFL-CIO v. N.L.R.B., 126 U.S. 
App. D.C. 215, 376 F.2d 770 (C.A.D.C., 1967). cert. denied, 389 U.S. 
392: N.L.R.B. v. Shelby Mfg. Co.. 390 F.2d 595. 595-596 (C.A. 6. 1968). 


The Company contends (Br. pp. 25-26) that these improvements had 
been planned for a long time and hence were not influenced by the Union. 
We submit that while these changes may have been brewing in the corpor- 
ate kettle for a while, the pre-election promises, Bernat’s speech on elec- 


tion day, and the quick institution of these changes. raised the inference 


that the timing was “more than a mere coincidence.” N.L.R.B. v. Western 


Reserve Telephone Co., 323 F.2d 564, 566 (C.A. 6, 1963). The entire 


sequence of events could not have been more effectively executed to 
“lemphasize] to the employees that there [was] no necessity for 
a bargaining agent.” May Department Stores Co. v. N.L.R.B., 326 USS. 
376, 385 (1945). The Board’s 8(a)(1) finding is. therefore, entitled t 


affirmance. | 
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‘O. SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE ON THE RECORD AS A WHOLE 
SUPPORTS THE BOARD'S FINDING THAT THE COMPANY 
VIOLATED SECTION 8(a)(3) AND (1) OF THE ACT BY DIS- 
CHARGING EMPLOYEES JULIA FRAZIER AND DOROTHY 
WALKER AND LAYING OFF EMPLOYEES REBECCA FRAZIER, 
ALICE EBBS. DORENE CRUMLEY AND EVELYN HOUSTON 


A. Julia Frazier 

‘As related supra. p. 8. Julia Frazier was one of the most vigor- 
ous supporters of the Union. She was a member of the organizing com- 
mittee. wore a union button and a union apron, and accompanied the 
union representative to the meeting at which the demand for bargaining 
was made. 

‘Frazier worked as a sewing machine operator until May 27, at which 
time she went on maternity leave. On August 31, when she went to the 
plant to talk with Van Schyndel about returning to work, Van Schyndel 
told her that she could not resume her job, explaining, “‘Well, you made 
a gamble: you tried to use the union as a bargaining agent, and you 


Jost, and now we don’t need you any more” (App. 636-637; 80-81). 


Vani Schyndel commented that the Company’s anti-union campaign had 


been costly, and that other pro-union employees would be leaving. 


‘The foregoing admission by Van Schyndel, Frazier’s open and vigor- 
ous support of the Union, her wholly satisfactory work record (App. 83), 
and'the fact that no other employee had ever been denied reinstatement 
after maternity leave (App. 642; 407), all support the Board’s finding that 
Frazier’s discharge was discriminatorily motivated. See, Amalgamated 


Clothing Workers v. N.L.R.B., supra, 371 F.2d at 743; United Brewery 
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Workers v. N.L.R.B., 111 U.S. App. D.C. 383, 386-388, 298 F.2d 297 
300-302 (C.A.D.C., 1961), cert. denied, 369 U.S. 843. 


The Company offers two explanations for the discharge (Br. p- 29). 
The first, that Frazier was actually fired for insubordination, is based on 
the discredited testimony of Van Schyndel (App. 638-639: 391)./% In 


commenting on Van Schyndel’s testimony that Frazier had used abusive | 


language during the August 31 meeting. the Examiner noted that the ter- 
mination of employment slip filled out by Van Schyndel indicated that 


Frazier “quit” because of “family reasons” and was “not interested in [a] 


future with Company” (App. 638: 483). This obvious discrepancy was 
responsible in part for the Examiner’s discrediting of Van Schyndel’s testi- 


mony (App. 638-639)./° 


The second explanation offered by the Company (Br. p. 29) for tHe 

discharge is that it was part of a general reduction in the number of 

employees which started on September 9. owing to adverse business condi- 
| 


tions. This assertion carries its own death wound. for the discharge here 
| 
141+ ig well settled law that credibility determinations are peculiarly within the 
province of the Board and the Trial Examiner and should not be overturned on review. 
N.L.R.B. v. Walton Mfg. Corp.. 369 U.S. 404, 407-408 (1962): see Joy Silk Mills v. 
N_L.R.B., 87 U.S. App. D.C. 360, 369, 185 F.2d 732. 741 (1950), cert. denied, 341 
U.S. 914: Daniel Construction Co. v. N.L.R.B.. 341 F.2d 805, 812 (C.A. 4, 1965), 
cert. denied, 382 U.S. 831; N.L.R.B. ¥. Plant City Steel Corp., 331 F.2d 511, 513 


(C.A. 5, 1964). 


ISAs the Examiner noted (App. 643), even assuming that Frazier became angry 
during the conversation with Van Schyndel, that would not excuse the Company's 
conduct here. It is settled that an employee may be discharged for misconduct injthe 
course of a grievance procedure so violent or of such a serious nature as to render him 
unfit for further service, but not for a moment of animal exuberance which often 
accompanies such meetings. Socony Mobil Oil Co., Inc., 153 NLRB 1244, 1246-1247 
(1965), enforced, 357 F.2d 662 (C.A. 2. 1966): Bettcher Mfg. Corp., 76 NLRB 526 
(1948). 


20 
predates the general reduction in force by over a week. Moreover, by the 
Company's own admission. the orders to effectuate a general reduction 
were not received from the home office in Boston until the morning of 
September 9. Thus. Frazier’s discharge on August 31 could not have been 
motivated by a reduction in force still unplanned by the Company. 

In Sum, the failure of the Company's explanations of the discharge to 
withstand scrutiny further supports the Board’s finding that Frazier was 
discharged for her union activity in violation of Section 8(a)(3) and (1) of 
the Act. N.L.R.B. v. Griggs Equipment. Inc.. 307 F.2d 275, 278 (C.A. 5, 
1962). 


B. Dorothy Walker 
Dorothy Walker began working for the Company in 1963. She pro- 
gressed through many jobs. and was so expert that she was often requested 
to make samples. which had to be sewn perfectly. Walker was a known 


union adherent: she signed a union card, was a member of the organizing 


committee. attended the meeting in March at which the bargaining demand 


was made. and attended an NLRB representation hearing involving the 
Company. 

Walker went on maternity leave on June 17. On Friday, September 
16, three days before she was scheduled to return to work, Walker called 
Van Schyndel to confirm her reporting date. Van Schyndel told her to 
call back on the following Monday to see if she should come to work. 
When Walker called the next Monday, as directed, Van Schyndel told her 
that he couldn’t take her back then, because of a cut-back in production. 
Walker asked if her layoff was temporary, and was told to “find work 


elsewhere” (App. 640; 111). 
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The Board, based on the credited testimony of Walker, her open 
support of the Union, the Company’s departure from its usual practice of 
reinstating employees on maternity leave, and Van Schyndel’s prediction 


to Frazier that other pro-union employees would leave the Company. 


properly found that the discharge of Walker violated Section 8(a)(3) and 


(1) of the Act. See cases cited supra, pp. 18-19. 


The Company offers the same explanations for the discharge of 
Walker as it did for Frazier—that she was insubordinate to Van Schyndel 
during her telephone conversation with him, and that the Company had 
| 


embarked on a program of staff reductions (Br. p. 29). With respect to 


the alleged insubordination. the record does not substantiate the Com- 


pany’s position. Even accepting Van Schyndel’s version of the conversar 
tion. Walker's loss of temper occurred after Van Schyndel told her that 
she was being laid off (App. 393). Nor was Walker ever told that she 
was being terminated for that reason. Moreover, a careful reading of 
Van Schyndel’s testimony substantiates the Trial Examiner's observation 
that Van Schyndel himself never testified that he fired her for that met 
He simply said, “I lost patience with the woman, and I hung up on her. 
1 also went to my secretary after that and I said. ‘terminate Dorothy 


Walker’ (App. 641: 393). | 
The suggestion that the program of personnel reductions explains ithe 
discharge is nothing more than an afterthought. This contention was not 
raised by the Company in its brief to the Trial Examiner, nor in its brief 
following the reopening of the hearing, nor in its exceptions to the Trial 
Examiner’s decision, nor in its brief to the Board. Accordingly, we submit 
that this defense is not properly before the Court. Marshall Field & Co. v, 
N.L.R.B., 318 U.S Ochoa Fertilizer Corp.. 
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368 U.S) 318. 322 (1961): ef. Glaziers’ Local No. 588 v. N.L.R.B., __ 
U.S. App. D.C. __. __ F.2d __. decided January 23, 1969 (slip op. 
pp. 8-11), 70 LRRM 2348. 2352-2353. Moreover, even assuming it is before 
the Court. it is an afterthought and entitled to no weight-/° and in any event, 
it is plainly insufficient to overcome the Board’s finding, based on substantial 
evidence, that Walker's discharge was discriminatorily motivated and thus 
violative of Section 8(a)(3) and (1) of the Act. 
C. The Layoffs of Rebecca Frazier, Alice Ebbs, 
Dorene Crumley and Evelyn Houston 

Frazier. Ebbs. Crumley and Houston were all active and well-known 

union sympathizers. Each served on the union organizing committee and 


openly ‘solicited the signatures of fellow-employees on authorization cards. 


On September 9, pursuant to orders received that morning from the 


Company's home office in Boston, 29 employees were laid off. Plant , 


Managér Levin supervised the selection process, with the assistance of 
Van Schyndel. Floorlady Anita Webster, Wayne Usry, the supervisor of the 
cutting room, and the personnel records of the Company’s 300 employees 
(App. 644; 286). Among the factors considered in selecting employees for 
layoff ‘were basic attitude, seniority, absenteeism, and productivity (App. 
644; 292). 

Included among the 29 employees laid off were Frazier, Ebbs, 
Crumley and Houston. The Board found that the Company seized upon 


the reduction in force to rid itself of these union supporters./7 The Com- 


16 See, Steel City Transport, Inc. v. N.L.R.B., 389 F.2d 735, 740 (C.A. 3, 1968). 


1745 the Examiner noted, of the 8 employees whose names appeared in the late 
March Union leaflet (App. 493), only one, Jona Allen, was employed at the time of the 
layoff (App. 647). Beck had quit before the election (ibid.) and Julia Frazier and 
Dorothy Walker were on maternity leave and, as shown above, were soon to be discharged. 


pany claims that they were laid off under the guidelines used by Levin | 


| 

| 

| 

23 | 
| 


and without relation to their union activities. 


1. Frazier and Crumley 

Five dart setters were laid off on September 9, leaving 12 to 15) 
remaining in the Company’s employ (App. 646; 292). Frazier and 
Crumley were among the five terminated. A careful analysis of the 
records of the dart setters employed by the Company demonstrates that 
the asserted basis for the selection of Frazier and Crumley is false (App. | 
506-511, 554-591). | 
Of the dart setters, Frazier was among the most senior, and there 
were eight employees junior to Crumley (App. 646: 506-51 1b 554-591)./8 
Frazier had been absent only one day (App. 506-507). and of the seven 


days Crumley had been out. five were due to an excused leave of absence 


(App. 510-5i1). Moreover, at least three employees. Turpin. Hagood and 
Jones, had poorer records than Crumley (App. 580-581, 584-585. 588- 
591). Frazier ranked third in productivity and C rumley fifth (Ibid.). 


Regarding the employees” “attitudes,” Floorlady Webster denied that Levin 


asked her about either Frazier or Crumley (App. 272). ! 


We submit that the Board properly disregarded the obviously false 
reasons advanced by the Company to explain the layoffs of Frazier and 


at substantial evidence supports the finding that these 
layoffs were actually motivated by the employees” union activities, in vib- 
| 


lation of Section 8(a)(3) and (1) of the Act. | 


18The number in the upper right-hand corner of the employment record, beldw 
the clock number, is the employee's daily wage guarantee. The higher that number, 
the greater the employee's seniority (App. 359). Daily guarantees ranged from a high 
of $11.60 to a low of $10.40. Frazier’s guarantee was $11.60 (App. 506, 507), while 


Crumley's was $11.20 (App. 510. $11). | 


Crumley, and th: 
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2. Alice Ebbs 
Alice Ebbs was one of three service girls laid off on September 9 
(App. 645). No records are kept on the work performance of service girls; 
hence. the decision of which of them to terminate was made by Levin 


after consultation with Floorlady Webster as to the qualifications of the 


15 to 18 service girls then employed by the Company (App. 271-275). 


Webster testified that in all respects except seniority the various service 
girls were equal (App. 273-275). But. as the Trial Examiner noted, the 
Company's decision to lay off Ebbs cannot be substantiated on the basis 
of seniority (App. 645). Floorlady Webster testified that the three service 
girls who were laid off were selected from one particular section (App. 
272). Among the service girls in that section, in addition to Ebbs, were 
Irene Ferguson. Eleanor Sutphin, Annie Lee Milledge and Geraldine Smith 
(App. 272). Of those. Geraldine Smith and Annie Lee Milledge were not 
employed as of March 7, 1966, and of those named, only Irene Ferguson 
and Alice Ebbs were service girls on March 7 (App. 645; 471-478). No 
explanation has been offered to support the selection of Ebbs out of 
seniority, and in view of Webster’s admission that the service girls were 
in all other respects comparable employees, it is plain that the reason 


advanced by the Company to explain Ebbs’ termination is specious. 


Here, as with those employees discussed above, the Board properly 
concluded that Ebbs’ open support of the union and the obviously con- 
trived Wefense offered by the Company, provided ample support for the 
finding that Ebbs’ discharge was discriminatorily motivated in violation of 


Section 8(a)(3) and (1) of the Act. See cases cited supra, pp. 18-19. 
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3. Evelyn Houston 
Evelyn Houston, a zipper hanger, was also laid off on September 9. 
Productivity allegedly played a key role in her selection (App. 647; 365 


366). Documentary evidence introduced at the hearing, however, demon; 


strates that productivity could not have motivated Houston’s termination| 
(App. 647: 334-553 592-593). The records of 11 other zipper hangers | 
(Ubid.), when compared with that of Houston (App. 503-504), reveal that 
five zipper hangers were less productive, three earned less than Houston. 


and those five who were less productive had worse absenteeism records. | 


Thus. we submit, the Board was amply warranted in discounting the 


reason advanced by the Company for Houston’s termination and finding 


| 
that her layoff was discriminatorily motivated and violated Section 8(a)(3) 
| 


and (1) of the Act. See cases cited supra, pp. 18-19. 


Ill, SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE ON THE RECORD AS A WHOLE 
SUPPORTS THE BOARD'S FINDING THAT THE COMPANY VIO- 
LATED SECTION 8(a)(5) AND (1) OF THE ACT BY REFUSING 
TO RECOGNIZE AND BARGAIN WITH THE UNION AS THE 
EMPLOYEES’ COLLECTIVE BARGAINING REPRESENTATIVE 


Section 8(a)(5) of the Act requires an employer to bargain collec- 


tively with the majority representative of his employees. Although Section 
9(c)(1) of the Act provides machinery by which the question of repre- 
sentative status may be determined in a Board-conducted election, 
not the only means by which a union’s Peprecentative 
| 


See. e.g.. United Mine Workers v. Arkansas 
| 


an election is 
status may be established. 
Oak Flooring Co., 351 U.S. 62, 71-72 (1956). Where, as in this 
case, a union has obtained authorizations from a majority of employ- 
ees in an appropriate unit, the employer's refusal to recognize and bargain 
with the union violates Section 8(a)(5) and (1) of the Act, where its 
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action is motivated not by a good faith doubt of the union’s majority 
status but rather by a desire to gain time in which to undermine the union. 
Joy Silk Mills v. N.L.R.B., supra, 185 F.2d at 741: Intl Union of Electrical 
Radio and Machine Workers. AFL-CIO (S.N.C. Mfg. Co.) v. N.L.R.B., 122 


We show below that a majority of the unit employees validly designated 
the Union as their collective bargaining representative by March 7, and 
that the! Company’s refusal to bargain was not motivated by a good faith 
doubt of the Union’s majority status. 
A. A Majority of Employees in the Bargaining 
Unit Validly Designated the Union 
The Trial Examiner found that as of March.7, the date of the Union’s 


bargaining demand. 167 of 321 unit employees had validly designated the 


Union as their collective bargaining representative (App. 620).7? Of these, 


19 accord: Retail Clerks Union, Local 1179 v. N.L.R.B., 376 F.2d 186, 190 (C.A. 
9, 1967); Furr’s Inc. v. N.L.R.B., 381 F.2d 562, 567 (C.A. 10, 1967), cert. denied, 389 
US. 840: N.L.R.B. v. H & H Plastics Mfg. Co., 389 F.2d, 678, 682 (C.A. 6, 1968); 
N.L.R.B. v. Goodyear Tire and Rubber Co., 394 F.2d 711, 712, 713 (C.A. 5, 1968). Inso- 
far as this Court’s recent decision in Amalgamated Clothing Workers of America, AFL- 
CIO (Heriry I. Siegel Co.) v. N.L.R.B., ___ US. App. DC. __, ___ F.2d ___, 70 
LRRM _|_. Nos. 21,086, 21,131, 21,316, decided January 9, 1969, seems to reject the 
issuance of a bargaining order based on authorization cards and require further investiga- 
tion by the Board into the question of the Union’s majority status, we submit it is a 
departure from the settled law of this Circuit and ought not to be followed. The Board 
has filed a petition for rehearing en banc in the Siegel case, and the Supreme Court 


Co., 398 F.2d 336 (C.A. 4, 1968) and related cases which adopted a view similar to that 
of the majority in Siegel, 37 US.L.W. 3219 (1968). 


20 The Company also contends (Br. pp. 12-14) that the Union’s request for bar- 
gaining cannot constitute a continuing demand. The Board, we submit, quite properly 
found that the demand was a continuing one, Local No. 152, Teamsters v. N.L.R.B., 
120 U.S. App. D.C. 25, 28, 343 F.2d 307, 310 (1965), and hence counted the cards 
of Izella and Lucinda Simmons towards the Union’s majority after March 7 (App. 658, 
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the Company challenges thirteen cards on the basis of alleged misrepresen- 


per authentication, and, in addi- 


tations, six cards on the ground of impro 
tion, the designation of employee Elizabeth Bowers. | 

1, Alleged misrepresentations | 
| 


The Company challenges the cards of 13 employees on the ground 


| 
that during the solicitation of the cards union representatives remarked 


that ‘a majority” or “all the other” employees had signed cards (Br. pp. 
| 


16-19). The Board properly rejected this contention. There is no showing 
| 


d as a means of pressuring the 


whatever that the representations were use 
| 
21 Cf, N.L.R.B. v. H. Rohtstein 


employees into signing authorization cards. 
& Co.. 266 F.2d 407. 409 (C.A. 1. 1959). As this Court has held, “Such 
puffing does not vitiate the cards unless the comments were a means of 
coercing empioyees to sign cards out of a fear of majority reprisal.” Amal- 
gamated Clothing Workers of America (Sagamore Shirt Co.) v. NLRB. 
124 US. App. D.C. 365, 375. 365 F.2d 898, 908 (C.A.DC., 1966). 


Accord: Northwest Engineering Co. 158 NLRB 624, 634 (1966). enforced 


sub nom. United Steelworkers of America, AFL-CIO v. N.L.R.B.. 126 US. 
App. D.C. 215, 376 F.2d 770 (C.A.D.C., 1967). cert. denied, 389 US. 
932: N.L.R.B. v. Cactus Petroleum, Inc., 355 F.2d 755, 760, n. 8 (C.A. 5, 
1966); N.L.R.B. v. Epstein, 203 F.2d 482 (C.A. 3. 1953), cert. denied, 


—————aemael | 
n. 4. The Simmons girls signed guthorization cards on March 7 but after the demand 
for recognition had been made (App. 601-602, 658, n. 4). Thus, after its initial 


demand on March 7, the Union increased its majority to 169 out of 321. 


The Company further urges (Br. pp. 13-14) that the cards of three employees— 
Crosby, Young and Crapse— ought not to be counted after March 7 because they quit 
sometime after March 7 (App. 602). Assuming arguendo that their cards should be 
excluded, these three employees should also be excluded trom the unit, thus leaving 


the Union with 166 out of 318 after March 7, still a clear majority. 


21 See App. 608-618. 
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347 U.S. 912. enforcing 97 NLRB 1273. 1296 (1952), Gorbea, Perez & 
Morell. S. en C.. 133 NLRB 362. 370 (1961), enforced as modified, 300 
F.2d 886 (C.A. 1. 1962): N_L.R.B. v. Merrill, etc... 388 F.2d 514, 520 (C.A. 
10. 1968): N.L.R.B. v. Gafner Automotive & Machine, Inc., 400 F.2d 10, 12 
(C.A. 6, 1968). John Kinkel & Son, 157 NLRB 744, 744-745 (1966).72 


2. The Authentication by Mason London 

The cards of six employees were authenticated by Mason London, a 
union organizer. London identified the cards as having been signed by the 
respective employees on the dates indicated, through recognition of his sig- 
nature on the back of the cards (App. 598-599; 40-44). Thus, London 
testified that it was his habit to put his name on the back of every card 
that he ‘solicited, immediately after the employee signed the card, usually 
in the presence of the employee (App. 44). The six cards so authenticated 


by London were admitted over the Company’s objection. 


We submit that these cards were properly counted towards the 
Union’s majority. The manner of authenticating the authorization cards 
here is a classic example of the evidentiary rule of past recollection 
recorded. See Wigmore, Evidence, 3rd Ed., $8 734, 737(2), 747(2). Here, 
London had no present recollection of the employees’ signatures, but 
could testify that he had passed judgment on each card and signed his 
name on the back of every one as an indication of the accuracy of the 
recording thereon (that is, the employee’s signature). Thus, his testimony 


as to his usual practice, as described above, and his recognition of his sig- 


221m N.L.R.B. v. Dan Howard Mfg. Co., 390 F.2d 304, 308 (C.A. 7, 1968), the 
representations were used as a means of inducing the employee to sign the card imme- 
diately and before she could consult with employee-friends. Hence, the element of 
coercion was arguably present. 
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nature on the cards, is ample authentication of the cards themselves. See, 
Shokuwan Shimabukuro v. Higeyoshi Nagayama, 78 U.S. App. D.C. 271, 
274, 140 F.2d 13, 16 (C.A.D.C., 1944), cert. denied, 322 U.S. 755. Hee 
over, if the Company had any doubts as to the authenticity of the signa- 
tures on the cards, they could have compared them to signatures of 4 
employees in their records. See, N.L.R.B. v. Hunter Engineering Co., 21: 


F.2d 916, 923 (C.A. 8, 1954). 


In any event, we submit the testimony of London qualifies the Paras 
for admission under the business records exception to the hearsay rule. 
Thus, London’s occupation as a union organizer requires him to solicit 
authorization cards from employees to establish his Union’s majority 
status. The cards are, therefore, business records or memoranda of the 
employees’ desire for unionization. London’s testimonial recognition of 
his signature is all that is needed to authenticate these cards for admission 
under this rule. See, 28 U.S.C. § 1732: Fed. R. Civ. P. 43(a); NL. R.B. v. 
Tex-Tan, Inc., 318 F.2d 472. 483-484 (C.A. 5. 1963): N.L.R.B. ». 
Sharples Chemicals, Inc.. 209 F.2d 645, 653 (C.A. 6, 1954), and cases 
cited: Taylor v. U.S., 116 U.S. App. D.C. 278. 323 F.2d 283 (CADC., 
1963), cert. denied, 375 U.S. 913: Hines v. U.S., 95 U.S. App. D.C. 118, 
220 F.2d 381 (C.A.D.C.. 1955): Sheehan v. Municipal Light & Power f2., 


151 F.2d 65, 69 (C.A. 2. 1945): Wigmore, Evidence, 3rd Ed. $8 1§22- 


1533. 


3. Elizabeth Bowers 


The Company contests the counting of the designation of Elizabeth 
Bowers toward the Union’s majority. Mrs. Mary Lee Bowers, the mother 


of Elizabeth Bowers, testified that she and her daughter both aes union 
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cards on February 25 (App. 602: 95).*7 Mrs. Bowers was shown an 
authorization card dated February 24. and identified the signature on that 
card as that of her daughter, Elizabeth (App. 601: 95-96). However, Mrs. 
Bowers denied that the card dated February 24, signed by Elizabeth, was 
the same card that her daughter signed on the next evening in her presence 
(App. 601: 101-102). On the basis of the testimony of Mrs. Bowers, the 
Board found that Elizabeth Bowers had designated the Union as her col- 


lective bargaining representative (App. 601). 


It!is settled that an employee need not sign an authorization card 


effectively to designate the Union as his bargaining representative. 


“{The Act] is not a statute of frauds or an act prescribing 
the formalities of conveyancing. No seal or writing is 
‘required by its terms. Nor is any special formula or form 

‘of words. Authority may be given by action as well as in 

‘words... It is only necessary that [the designation] be 

manifested in some manner capable of proof, whether by 
behavior or language. Oral authority is not invalid. It is 
‘merely. as always, more difficult to prove.” 


Lebanon Steel Foundry Co. v. N.L.R.B., 76 U.S. App. D.C. 100, 103, 130 
F.2d 404, 407 (1942), cert. denied, 317 U.S. 659. See also, DuBois Fence 
& Garden Co., Inc., 156 NLRB 1003, 1004 (1966). 


Thus. it was proper for the Trial Examiner and the Board to find that 
Elizabeth Bowers’ signing of an authorization card in the presence of her 
mother on February 25 was an effective designation of the Union, even 
though that card was not introduced into evidence. The validity of this 


finding is buttressed by the fact that Elizabeth Bowers clearly signed an 


—— ee 


23+ the time of the hearing Elizabeth Bowers resided in Tennessee (App. 95), 
and did not testify in this case. 
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authorization card dated the previous day— the card authenticated by Mrs, 


Bowers’ recognition of her daughter’s signature.” 


Thus, the Company’s contention is wholly without merit. True, the 
absence of Elizabeth Bowers from the jurisdiction at the time of the 
hearing necessitated a different method of proof from that customarily 
employed. But the testimony of Mrs. Bowers clearly was not inadmissible 
hearsay under any test. She merely testified as to (1) an act she observed 
her daughter perform—the signing of an authorization card on February 
25: and (2) the presence of her daughter’s signature on another authorize 
tion card. Each of these elements of proof, standing alone, would be suf 
ficient to find a valid authorization. Surely, the combination of the two 
is no less than either part. | 

In sum. we submit the Company has failed to demonstrate the inva: 
lidity of any of the 167 designations found valid by the Board, and the 
Board properly found that the Union represented a majority of the 321 


employees in the unit as of March 7, when the bargaining demand was 
| 


made. 
B. The Company’s Refusal To Recognize the Union Was Not 

Based on a Good Faith Doubt of the Union’s Majority 

Status 


As we have shown, the Union possessed valid designations from a 
majority of employees in the unit. Unless the Company’s rejection of the 


Union’s bargaining demand was premised upon a good faith doubt of the 
| 


24 Signature comparison is an adequate basis for authentication of authorization 
cards. See Northwest ERECT Co., supra, 158 NLRB at 626- 629, enforced 126 
F.2d 770 (C.AD.C.. 1967), cert. denied, 389 US. 932; 
NL. R Bo v, Hunter Engineering Co., 215 F.2d 916, 923 (C.A. 8, 1954). Kawneer Co. “ 
164 NLRB No. 138 (1967). petition for enforcement pending, C.A. 6, No. 17 955. | 


Union's majority, the Company violated Section 8(a)(5) and (1) of the 
Act by that rejection. See cases cited supra. p. 26. 

On ' March 7, union representatives and several employees on the 
organizing committee met with officials of the Company to request bar- 
gaining. |In addition to proffering the 177 cards she held, union represen- 
tative Cameron suggested verification of the cards by an impartial third 
party. The Company did not question the assertion that the Union had 
a majority. It did not even reply to the suggestion of a card-check. 
Cameron was simply told by Company representative Capone, “We are not 
going to accept your cards” (App. 621; 55). 

Following its rejection of the Union’s bargaining demand, the Com- 
pany successfully used the time available to it before the election to 
undermine the Union’s majority. As related supra, in addition to demon- 
strating its opposition to the Union, the Company made unlawful promises 
of benefits to its employees, and engaged in subtle but coercive interroga- 
tion of the employees’ union sympathies. After the election but while 
objections to it were pending (objections which were later sustained), the 
Company, in violation of the Act and without bargaining with the Union, 
fulfilled its promises by increasing wages and other fringe benefits. It also 
seized upon maternity leaves and a general layoff to rid itself of six of the 


most active union supporters in the plant. 


The foregoing recital of the facts of this case places the Company’s 
conduct in the classic mold of a bad faith refusal to bargain. The record 
provides ample support for the Board’s finding that the Company’s refusal 


to recognize the Union was not based on a good faith doubt of its major- 


ity status, but rather upon a desire to gain time in which to dissipate the 


Union’s majority. See Joy Silk Mills v. N.L.R.B., supra, 185 F.2d at 736, 
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741: International Union, United Automobile, Aerospace and Agricultural 
Implement Workers of America, AFL-CIO (Preston Products Co.) y! 
N_L.R.B., 126 U.S. App. D.C. __., 392 F.2d 801, 808 (C.A.D.C., 1967), | 
cert. denied, 392 U.S. 906; Furr’s, Inc. ¥. N.L.R.B., 381 F.2d 562, 569- | 
570 (C.A. 10, 1967), cert. denied, 389 U.S. 840; N.L.R.B. v. Vinylex! 
Corp., __ F.2d __. 70 LRRM 2056, 2057 (C.A. 6, 1968): Retail Clerks 
Union. Local No. 1179 yv. N.L.R.B., 376 F.2d 186. 189-190 (C.A. 9, 
1967): Bryant Chucking Grinder Co. Y. N.L.R.B., 389 F.2d 565, 568 (CA. 


2. 1967), cert. denied, 392 U.S. 908. Here. as in N.L.R.B. v. Luisi Truck 
| 


Lines, 384 F.2d 842. 847 (C.A. 9. 1967): 


Even if [the Company] had some doubts as to the majority | 
status of the Union, its entering upon an unlawful course 
of conduct in violation of section 8(a)(1) and clearly 
directed at undermining whatever support the union had, as 
well as its failure to accept the union’s offer of proof of its 
majority status, indicates that such doubt. if any, was not 
the key motivating factor in its refusal to bargain. 


Accordingly. the Board’s finding that the Company violated Section 
8(a)(5) and (1) of the Act by refusing to bargain with the Union is 
entitled to affirmance. | 

The Company suggests (Br. p. 24) that it should not be found to 
lack a good faith doubt of the majority simply because it committed 
unfair labor practices. However. wholly apart from their bearing on the 
Company’s subjective motivation. i.e., its lack of a good faith doubt, unfair 
labor practices which are sufficient to dissipate a union's majority also pre 
clude the Board from conducting a fair election and thereby undermine 
the very basis for the “good faith doubt” defense. For while an election 
may, as an abstract matter, be a more desirable means of determining the 


facts as to majority status than a check of authorization cards, an employer : 
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who by his unfair labor practice conduct has precluded a fair election may 
no longer be entitled to a “good faith doubt” defense, because he has 
acted in a manner which defeats the purpose for which it was accorded. 
In short, as a matter of law. an employer—like the Company here—will not 
be heard to assert a “good faith doubt” as to majority, whether he has 
one or not. As this Court aptly stated in Joy Silk Mills v. N.L.R.B., supra, 
185 F.2d at 741: 

The Act provides for election proceedings in order to pro- 

vide a mechanism whereby an employer acting in good faith 

may secure a determination of whether or not the union 

does. in fact, have a majority. ... Another purpose is to 

insure that the employees may freely register their individ- 

ual choices concerning representation. Certainly it is not 

‘one of the purposes of the election procedure to supply 

the employer with a procedural device by which he may 


secure the time necessary to defeat efforts toward organ- 
ization being made by the union... 


Accord, Retail Clerks Union. Local 1179 v. N.L.R.B., supra. We submit, 
therefore, that as the Company’s conduct was designed to preclude the 
holding of a fair election, it ought not to be allowed now to reap the 
benefits of its unfair labor practices by pleading a good faith doubt of the 
Union’s majority, even assuming it had such a doubt. For the Board could 
properly have found, as it did, that the question with which the Company 
was really concerned was not whether in fact the Union had a majority 


but rather how that majority could be subverted. 


C. The Improvement of Benefits 


It is settled law that an employer who is under a statutory duty to 


bargain with the designated representative of his employees violates that 
duty when he unilaterally changes wages or other terms and conditions 


of employment. N.L.R.B. v. Katz, 369 US. 736 (1962); Fibreboard 
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Paper Products v. N.L 
y, Crompton-Highland Mills, 337 US. 217 (1949); May Department Stores 


vy. N.L.R.B., 326 U.S. 376 (1945). The employer violates that duty even 


if the changes instituted are beneficial to the employees, because such ae 
lateral action in and of itself “amount([s] to a refusal to negotiate about | 
the affected conditions of employment . . . and must of necessity obstruct 
bargaining, contrary to the congressional policy.” N.L.R.B. v. Katz, supra, 


369 US. at 747. In this case, the Board found that the Company was 


obligated to bargain with the Union from and after March 7. After that 
date the Company granted wage increases and improved other employee 
benefits without notifying or bargaining with the Union. That this 
conduct constituted a complete negation of the Company’s duty to 
bargain with the Union, in violation of Section 8(a)(5) and (1) of the Act, 
is, we submit, too clear to require extended discussion. N.L.R.B. v. Katz, 
supra; N.L.R.B. v. J. H. Allison & Co., 165 F.2d 766, 768-770 (C.A. 6, 
1948), cert. denied. 335 U.S. 814: N.L.R.B. v. Certain-Teed Prod. Corp.. 
387 F.2d 639 (C.A. 5, 1968); N.L.R.B. v. Zelrich Co., 344 F.2d 1011 5 
1013 (C.A. 5, 1965): N.L.R.B. ¥. Mid-West Towel & Linen Service, 33S 


F.2d 958, 964 (C.A. 7, 1964). 


IV. THE BOARD PROPERLY REFUSED TO GRANT THE ADDI- 
TIONAL RELIEF SOUGHT BY THE UNION 


The Union petitions this Court (Br. pp. 7-13) to overrule the Board’s 
discretion in determining “how the effects of unfair labor practices may 
be expunged.” 25 Franks Bros. Co. v. N.L.R.B., 321 U.S. 702, 704 (1944); 

25The Union requested the Board to order that “the employees in the bargaining 
unit be reimbursed for the economic losses which they experienced due to [the Com m- 


pany’s] SEES refusal to bargain with the Union.” Charging Party's Exceptions | 
the Board, p. 2. | 
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Fibreboard Paper Products Corp. v. N.L.R.B.. 379 U.S. 203, 216 (1964); 
Phelps Dodge Corp. v. N.L.R.B.. 313 U.S. 177, 194 (1941); United Steel- 
workers of America (Roanoke Iron) vy. N.L.R.B., __ U.S. App. D.C. __., 
390 F.2d 846 (1967). cert. denied. 391 U.S. 904. This Court has recently 
refused another union’s attempt to impose a “compensatory damages” 
remedy’ against the Board's judgment, stating that the “power to fashion 
remedies places a premium on agency expertise and experience.” Avnalga- 
mated Clothing Workers of America (Hamburg Shirt Corp.) v. N.L.R.B., 
supra. 371 F.2d at 746. See also. United Steelworkers of America 
(Northwest Engineering) v. N.L.R.B., 126 U.S. App. D.C. 215, 376 F.2d 
770, 772 (1967), cert. denied, 389 U.S. 932.76 


The Union further contends that the Board was required to explain 
its refusal to grant the unconventional relief sought by the Union (Br. pp. 
11-12), citing the Supreme Court’s demand that the Board “give clear indi- 
cation that it has exercised the discretion with which Congress empowered 
it.” In the case referred to, Phelps Dodge Corp. v. N.L.R.B., 313 US. 
177. 197 (1941), the Board ordered a remedy which it could have justi- 
fied by discretionary findings as to the particular circumstances of the 
case, but instead it stated only that there was legal authority to make the 
order. The Court said that the Board should state the grounds for its 
exercise of discretion. In contrast, the Court said earlier (313 U.S. at 196) 
that the Board would have been “within its province” to provide only the 
conventional remedy “in accordance with its general conclusion” that the 


usual order was appropriate in the absence of special circumstances. No 


2611 would be inappropriate to remand this case for further consideration of the 
Union’s request, as the Union urges in its brief (pp. 12-13), since the Board has already 
examined the proposed remedy and decided not to apply it in this case. 


37 


7, 6 


| 
mention is made of restating the rationale of the Board’s “general conclu- 


sion” in each case, and naturally so, for it would serve no purpose Le 


recite each time the reasons for which the Board long ago adopted, and 
the courts approved, such remedies. Here, the Board followed its “genera 
conclusion” that certain standard remedies were appropriate for refusals to 
bargain. Thus, there is no obligation, and no need, further to explicate 
the reasons for such action. As the Board has not abused its discretion, 


there is no occasion for reversal. 


CONCLUSION 


| 
For the foregoing reasons, the Board respectfully submits that the 
Court should issue a decree enforcing the Board’s order in No. 21,832 and 


denying the Union’s petition for review in No. 21,785. 
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED 


The brief of the Petitioner, Garland Knitting Mills of 
Beaufort, South Carolina, Inc. (the Company), addresses 
itself to the following questions: 


1. Whether the National Labor Relations Board (the 
Board) properly concluded that the Company violated 
Section 8(a)(1) of the National Labor Relations Act as 
amended (the Act) by making Company garment tags 
available to employees during the pre-election period. 

2. Whether the Board properly concluded that the Com- 
pany violated Section 8(a)(1) of the Act by the pre- 
election talks of its President Bernat. 


3. Whether the Board properly concluded that the In- 
ternational Ladies Garment Workers Union (the Union) 
represented a majority of the production and maintenance 
employees at the Company’s Beaufort plant on and after 
March 7, 1966. 


4. Whether the Board properly concluded that the 
Company violated Section S(a)(5) and (1) of the Act 
by refusing to recognize and bargain with the Union on 
March 7 and thereafter when the Union demanded rec- 
ognition based upon its allegations that it represented a 
majority of the production and maintenance employees at 
the Company’s plant. 

5. Whether the Board properly concluded that the Com- 
pany violated Section S(a)(1) and (5) of the Act by 
granting post-election wage and benefit increases to em- 
ployees. 

6. Whether the Board properly concluded that the Com- 
pany discriminatorily discharged or laid off six employees 
in violation of Section S(a)(3) and (1) of the Act. 

7. Whether the Board erred in its remedy if questions 
one through four are answered in the affirmative. 


This matter has not previously been before this Court. 


vil 


IN THE 


United States Court of Appeals 


For rue District or CoLumMBla Crecvuir 


No. 21,785 


INTERNATIONAL Lapres GagmMENT Workegs Union, 
AFL-CIO, Petitioner 
Vv. 


Nationa, Lapor Rexations Boarp, Respondent 


No. 21,832 


GagLanp Knirrine Mitts or Beavrort, SoutH Cazoiina, 
Inc., Petitioner 


Vv. 


Nationa, Lasor Retations Boarp, Respondent 


On Petition for Review of an Order of the National Labor 
Relations Board 


Brief for Petitioner Garland Knitting Mills 
of Beaufort, South Carolina, Inc. 


STATEMENT OF THE CASE 


This is a petition for review of an N.L.R.B. order 
directing the Company to recognize and bargain with the 
Union in addition to reinstating certain employees and 
to refrain from certain activities. 


» 

The Company and the Union petitioned the Court to 
review the Board’s Order. On April 18, 1968, the Board 
fled a Cross-Petition for Enforcement of its Order. By 
Order dated June 6, 1968, the Court consolidated these 
eases for hearing. 


FACTUAL BACKGROUND 

In 1966, the Union began a drive to organize the produc- 
tion and maintenance employees employed at the Com- 
pany’s plant. On February 28, the Union distributed a 
bulletin claiming majority status, and on March 7, repre- 
sentatives of the Union went to a Company representative 
and demanded recognition as the bargaining representa- 
tive of the 321 production and maintenance employees 
then on the payroll of the Company, claiming that it had 
authorization cards from a majority of those employees. 
The Company’s representative declined to recognize the 
Union on that basis. (JA 595-596). 


Following this, the Union filed an election petition with 


the Board which conducted a representation election for 
the Company’s employees on May 13, 1966. Of the 280 
pallots cast, a majority, 174, were against the Union and 
three ballots were challenged. Objections were filed by 
the Union. (JA 596-597). On July 7, 1966, the Union 
fled unfair labor practice charges with the Board, al- 
leging inter alia that it represented a majority of the 
Company’s employees on March 7 and that the Company’s 
failure to recognize the Union at that time was not made 
in good faith. (JA 594). 

At the hearing on the charges the Board’s General 
Counsel offered 169 authorization cards, 8 more than re- 
quired for a majority, purportedly bearing the signatures 
of the Company’s employees. (JA 597). The Trial Ex- 
aminer found that on March 7, the Union had 167 au- 
thorizations out of 321 employees and that the Company’s 
refusal to recognize the Union on that date was not a 
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good faith refusal, and thus, violative of Section 8(a) (5) 
of the Act. (JA 620 & 635). Additionally, the Trial 
Examiner found that the Company violated Section 8(a) (1) 
of the Act by the speeches of the Company President 
during the pre-election campaign. (JA 632). 

The Trial Examiner also found certain post-election 
conduct of the Company violative of the Act, viz., the 
granting of certain benefit increases to employees and 
the separation of several employees. (JA 649). 

The Company excepted to the Trial Examiner’s decision, 
but the Board affirmed his decision in most respects. A 
significant departure made by the Board from the Trial 
Examiner’s decision was to find unlawful the circum- 
stances surrounding the wearing of Garland garment iden- 
tification labels. (JA 657, 658). The Trial Examiner had 
found this to be permissible pre-election conduct. (JA 
632-634). 


The Board also found the Union’s demand for recog- 
nition was a continuing demand so that the authorization 
cards of two employees executed subsequent to the Union’s 
March 7 demand should be counted towards the Union’s 
majority. In this respect, the Board made no mention of 
the cards of three witnesses who testified that they quit 
employment within the first week of March. (JA 658). 
The Board’s remedial order directed the Company to 
recognize and bargain with the Union (JA 659 & 649). 


SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT 


The wearing of Garland garment labels by various 
employees prior to the election did not constitute an 8(a) (1) 
violation of the Act but was an exercise of free speech 
under 8(c) of the Act. The pre-election speeches by 
the Company president were also within the free speech 
guarantee of the Act. Consequently there was no conduct 
prior to the election that would justify the Board in 
applying its Bernel Foam doctrine and ordering the Com- 
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pany to bargain with a Union which the employees have 
rejected in a secret Board-conducted election by the sub- 
stantial majority of 174 to 103. Even assuming arguendo 
that the Garland garment tag incident and the pre-election 
speeches were such grave violations of the law as to 
warrant the harsh remedy of a bargaining order, the 
Tnion did not havg a majority of valid authorization cards 
from bargaining gnit employees to permit the Board to 
avoid the election process provided in Section 9 of the 
Act. Furthermore the unfair labor practices alleged to 
have occurred after the Union lost the election are not 
supported by substantial evidence. 


ARGUMENT 


1. THE BOARD’S FINDING THAT THE GARLAND GARMENT 
TAG INCIDENT WAS VIOLATIVE OF SECTION 8(a)(1) IS 
NOT SUPPORTED BY SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE 

The Trial Examiner found the wearing of the Garland 
garment identification labels, (JA 500), neither interroga- 
tion nor having any effect of interference, restraint or 
coercion.* (JA 633). The Board disagreed with the 

Trial Examiner, finding the use of the tags to be interro- 

gation, because the employer could observe who did or 

did not take such tags, thereby forcing a manifestation 

of choice by the employees, such being coercive conduct. 

(JA 658). 


On the day prior to the election, President Bernat stated: 


‘<J just want you to know where I stand.” 


He then put one of the garment identification labels 
on his own lapel. (JA 352). These identification labels 
were in quantity in the plant, located at many sewing ma- 
chine positions for use in attaching to all garments manu- 


*Conversely, this incident involving these ‘‘tags’’ was the sole ground upon 
which the Regional Director set aside the election. 


‘ ~*~ 
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factured by Garland. (JA 238). These tags containing 
the word Garland in letters approximately 4” by 1” and 
24%” by 24%” appear as follows: 


garland 


“MADE 
FOR 
EACH OTHER” 


The evidence is clear and undisputed that without in- 
terference in any way, many employees wore Union buttons, 
aprons and other insignia, many wore the Garland garment 
labels, and many wore both. (JA $3, S4, 258, 281, 352). 


The Trial Examiner reasoned that the employer had 
a stake in the election proceedings, and therefore a right 


ob 


to engage in electioneering so long as his actions were 
not cveruive. (JA 633, 634). It is submitted that the 
Trial Examiner's view, under the factual situation before 
him was correct, and the Board’s conclusion is in error. 
For as the Court said in Seuthwire Co. v. NLRB, 383 F.2d 
24. (Sth Cir. 1967), as to election proceedings : 

‘Ir is an adversary proceeding and hardly impartial 


a 


Seetion S(e) of the Act provides that: 


--The expressing of any views, argument or opinion, 
or the dissemination thereof, whether in written, 
printed. graphic or visual form, shall not constitute 
or be evidence of an unfair labor practice under any 
of the provisions of this Act, if such expression con- 
tains no threat of reprisal or force or promise of 
benefit.”” 


The Garland garment identification labels contain noth- 


ing in the nature of a threat or promise. They are simply 

attractive cardboard tags. which are sewn on the garments 

to identify them as made by Garland. If the Board’s view 

he very fact of employees receiving or rejecting 

; was violative is correct, then the statutory pro- 

f ‘‘dissemination’” has been effectively repealed 

by the Board. In any ‘‘dissemination’’ of graphic or 

written matter, there must of necessity be a rejection or 
reception of the matter. 


The tags and the color and printing thereon could not 
possibly have contained or conveyed a threat of reprisal 
or promise of benefit, nor be interpreted as hostile to 
union activity. They were simply garment identification 
labels, no more—no less. 

Dissemination in this context requires the distribution 
of the tags. The Board’s conclusion is to the effect that 
the mere observing by supervisors as to who accepted 
or rejected these tags constituted coercion. There are 
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no cases to support such a proposition. The only cases 
which have even treated the subject all relate to union 
buttons or ‘‘Vote No’? signs or stickers. These cases hold 
that an actual threat must accompany the forcing of the 
sign or button upon the employee or the employer re- 
quiring employees to remove union buttons. Kawneer 
Company, 164 NLRB 138; Murray Ohio Mfg. Co., 156 
NLRB 840; Lyon, Inc., 145 NLRB 54, aff. 341 F.2d 301 
(5th Cir.); Charles V. Weise Co., 133 NLRB 765. 


The Board relied upon Kawneer Company, 164 NLRB 
138 in support of its conclusion. Kawneer is clearly in- 
apposite. In Kawneer the employer asked all employees 
wearing union buttons to remove them and warned one 
employee that ‘“‘he might get in trouble’’ for wearing union 
insignia. In this context the employer then passed out 
“Vote No’? buttons and observed who rejected or ac- 
cepted them. 


In the case at bar, there were no threats. Many em- 
ployees wore union buttons, aprons and other insignia. 
(JA 281). Many, on the day before the election wore both 
Garland identification labels and union buttons. No one 
was asked to remove anything. Surely, pursuant to the 
protection of Section 7 of the Act, the employees who 
did not desire union representation had equal right to 
express their opinion as did those who desired the Union 
to express theirs by the wearing of union buttons. 


Surely the admonition of the 9th Circuit in NLRB v. 
TRW-Semiconductors, Inc., 385 F.2d 753 (1967) is ap- 
propriate here: 


«|. because free speech is involved, both we and 
the Board should heed the Supreme Court’s dictum, 
regarding Section S(¢), in Linn v. Plant Guard 
Workers, 383 U.S. 53, 62: 


«| |. (C)ases involving speech are to be considered 
‘against the background of profound . . . commit- 
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ment to the principle that debate . . . should be 
uninhibited, robust, and wide open, and that it may 
well include vehement, caustic, and sometimes un- 
pleasantly sharp attacks.” ”’ 


As the Court said in Southwire Co., supra: 


**The guaranty of freedom of speech and assembly to 
the employer and to the union goes to the heart of 
the contest over whether an employe wishes to join 
a union. It is the employe who is to make the choice 
and a free flow of information, the good and the bad, 
informs him as to the choices available. It is an 
adversary proceeding and hardly impartial . . .’’. 


“The mere fact that campaign propaganda may in- 

dnee fear—and be intended to produce fear—does not 

deprive it of the protection of Section 8(c). That 

is often the nature of campaign propaganda.’’ 

See also Automation Division v. NLRB, ——- F.2d 
(6th Cir.. decided Aug. 30, 1968). 


It is submitted that the circumstances of the identifica- 


tion tags were not an interrogation of employees, and 
were without evidence whatsoever of ‘‘threat of reprisal 
or force or promise of benefit.’’ Accordingly, the Board’s 
conelusion of violation of Section 8(a)(1) is not supported 
by scbstantial evidence. 


2. THE BOARD ERRED IN CONCLUDING THAT THE COMPANY 
VIOLATED SECTION 8(a)(1) OF THE ACT BY THE PRE- 
ELECTION TALKS OF ITS PRESIDENT BERNAT 


The Trial Examiner found: 
“‘This multiplicity of speeches together with an in- 
terval of about 10 months between the election and the 
hearing renders it a practical impossibility in my 


opinion for anyone to recall precisely what was said 
by whom or when.’’ (JA 625). 


and: 


‘*Tt is clear that no one clearly recalls what was said 
by Bernat ...’? (JA 631). 


and further: 


“I believe and I find that in his earlier speeches 
Bernat made no overt promises ...’? (JA 631). 


The conclusion of violation in the face of the above 
findings is contrary to the substantial evidence rule as 
required by the Act and as applied in Universal Camera 


Corp. v. NLRB, 340 U.S. 474. 


The Board stated that: ‘‘... the Trial Examiner found 
that ... Bernat made certain promises to the employees 
of benefits ... if the Union lost the election.”’ (JA 657). 
The Trial Examiner, however, actually found as set forth 
above, that no one recalled precisely what was said by 
whom or when and that no overt promises were made. 
He thereafter concluded that although no overt promise= 
were made and no one clearly recalled the talks, that: 


‘his employees believed that he had made these prom- 
ises.”? (JA 631). 


Such conclusion is sheer speculation. Substantial evi- 
dence may support reasonable inferences. Speculation 
supports nothing. Acme Products, Inc. v. NLRB, 389 
F.2d 104 (Sth Cir. 1968); NLRB v. Arkansas Grain Corp.. 
392 F.2d 161, (Sth Cir. 1968). Substantial evidence must 
do more than create a suspicion of the existence of the 
fact to be established. NLRB v. Columbian Enameling 
& Stamping Co., 306 U.S. 292. 


The Trial Examiner used as an example to support his 
conclusion of violation, the following: 


‘¢An example is the matter of Negro supervision. He 
[Bernat] testified that he answered the call for the 
appointment of Negro supervisors with the state- 
ment that the appointment of supervisors would be 
based upon their ability. To the Negro employees, 
who believed that supervisors were appointed in part 
because of their race, this statement might very well 
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have been considered an assurance that this would no 
longer be the case and they would then believe that 
Negro supervisors would be appointed.”” (JA 631-632). 


The answer Was not only a required statement of Title 
VIL, the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (42 U.S.C.A. Sec. 2000-e 
et seq), but the rules and regulations of the Equal Employ- 
ment Opportunities Commission had long before required 
posters to be displayed by all employers stating precisely 
the same thing. This answer of Bernat, the Company 
President, is without suggestion of unlawful interference, 

or coercion as to Section 7 rights, without which 
a conclusion of S(a)(1) violation cannot be supported. 
American Ship Building Co. v. NLRB, 380 US. 300. 


What possible answer or response could have been made 
to such a question? Refuse to answer? Answer yes? 
Answer no? The gist of the Board’s decision is that an 
employer must remain mute in the face of voluminous union 


propaganda and queries. (JA 490-499). 


Section S(e) of the Act provides that free speech is 
permitted ‘‘if such expression contains no threat of re- 
prisal or force or promise of benefit.’? It directs itself 
to ‘‘expression’’ and not to the state of mind or strained 
interpretation of the listener. If the expression is free 
of taint, it is protected by the Act and the First Amend- 
ment to the Constitution. Montgomery Ward & Co. v. 
NLRB. 285 F.2d 760 (Sth Cir. 1967); NLRB v. Howard 
Quarries, Inc., 362 F.2d 236 (8th Cir. 1966) ; Linn v. United 
Plant Guard Workers, 383 U.S. 53; Southwire Co. v. NLRB, 
supra; NLRB v. TRW-Semiconductors, Inc., supra; Auto- 
mation Division v. NLRB, supra. 


Not only the above ‘‘example’’ of the basis of the 
Board’s conclusion, but also the finding as to Bernat’s 
credited testimony that no overt promises were made yet 
‘the employees believed that he had made these promises,’’ 
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are radical and unashamed departures from the require- 
ments of Section 10(¢) and (f) of the Act, and the Ad- 
ministrative Procedures Act, (56 U.S.C. Sec. 1006, 60 Stat. 
241), that the findings and conclusions of the Board must 
be based upon substantial evidence. 


The Board below, to support its conclusion after having 
found the talks were not clearly remembered as to what, 
whom or when, and that no overt promises were made, re- 
jects the substantial evidence rule of Universal Camera, 
supra, and turns to speculation as to the subjective state of 
mind of the listeners. Except for Bernat’s talks and 
the Garland identification labels, there is no conclusion 
below as to any pre-election conduct which might in any 
way restrict or limit, coerce, or interfere with any em- 
ployee participation in the election. 


Bernat’s talks, as found by the credited testimony to 
have been made, were protected Section 8(c) utterances. 
The Board having affirmed upon the testimony as credited 
and discredited that ‘‘. . . no one clearly recalls what 
was said .. .’’, and that ‘‘. . . Bernat made no overt 
promises .. .’’, the further conclusion of the Board that 
the talks were violative of Section 8(a) (1) of the Act is not 
supported by substantial evidence upon the record and 
must be set aside. 


3. THE UNION DID NOT REPRESENT A MAJORITY OF THE 
EMPLOYEES ON MARCH 7 OR THEREAFTER 


A. Summary 


Under the Bernel Foam doctrine* the Board’s General 
Counsel is required to establish that at the time of its 
demand for recognition, the Union represented an un- 
coerced majority of the employees in the bargaining unit. 
The parties stipulated that at the time of the Union’s 


* Bernel Foam Products Co., 146 NLRB 1277. 
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demand, the bargaining unit consisted of 321 employees. 
(JA 597). A majority in this unit would consist of 161 
ployees. lf the Union were found to have the au- 


thorizations of 160 or fewer of the employees, then the 
Boa: rds oS to SS charge would have to be dis- 


recognize a minority union. ILGWU v. NLEB, 366 U.S. 


731. 


The Trial Examiner found that on March 7, the Union 
was authorized as the representative of 167 employees. 
/J\ 620). The Board contended that the cards of two 
more employees should be counted towards the majority at 
oil times after March 7 on the grounds that the Union’s 
demand for recognition was of a continuous nature. How- 
ever, the Board found it unnecessary to pass on the 
validity of the authorization card of an employee whose 
card was counted by the Trial Examiner. Thus, the 
Board found that the Union was authorized as the repre- 
sentative of 166 employees on March 7 and 168 employees 
at all times thereafter. (JA 658). 

‘As shall be shown hereafter, twenty-two of the authoriza- 
tions counted by both the Trial Examiner and the Board 
were not properly authenticated and should not there- 
fore have been counted towards the Union’s majority. 
Consequently, the Union did not represent a majority of 
the employees on March 7, 1966, the day it made its demand 
for recognition, or at any other time. 


B. Continuing Demand 


_The authorization cards of employees Izella and Lucinda 
Simmons were not in the possession of the Union’s repre- 
sentative at the time of the Union’s demand on March 7. 
Consequently, the Trial Examiner did not count those 
cards towards the Union’s majority. However, the Board 
found the Union’s demand for recognition was a continuing 
demand and, therefore, concluded that those two cards 
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should be counted in determining the Union’s majority at 
all times after March 7. (JA 658). 


It is submitted that this conclusion has no support in 
the record. 


While the Board and the Court have in some circum- 
stances found a continuing demand to have been made, 
these have been situations where the facts are such that 
the Company understands the demand to be of a con- 
tinuing nature, cf. Sobell Chemical Co. v. NLRB, 267 F.2d 
922 (2nd Cir., 1959). 


In the case below, upon the recognition demand being 
declined on March 7, the Union promptly filed a petition 
for election through the Board’s representation processes 
and generally advised all employees of that fact (JA 490). 
Further, upon distribution of a union handbill (JA 
491) on February 28, Personnel Director Kublin, upon 
such advice, came from ‘Brockton, Massachusetts, to Beau- 
fort, South Carolina, and talked upon the matter both 
with supervisors as to their legal responsibilities, and 
employees. Questions asked by many employees of Kublin 
during these talks after February 28th, but before March 
7th, were how they could obtain the return of cards signed 
by them. (JA 622, 369-374, 376). By no further word 
or action was information conveyed to the Company that 
anything was in prospect or requested but a secret ballot 
election to be duly conducted by the Board. During the 
week prior to March 7, while Personnel Director Kublin 
was in Beaufort specifically because of the February 28th 
handbill, no demand was made until Kublin had left 
Beaufort. 


Moreover, even if this were to be construed as a con- 
tinuing demand, it should be pointed out that the Board 
failed to make any finding as to the validity of the cards 
of Thelma Crosby, (General Counsel Ex. 7, dated Feb. 25, 
1966), Earline Young (General Counsel Ex. 14, dated Mar. 
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1. 1966) and Jesse Crapse, (General Counsel Ex. 15, dated 
Feb. 25, 1966), after they quit the Company’s employ. 
Their cards could not be counted under a continuing de- 
mand theory, since their employment terminated at about 
the same time that the demand was made. It would be 
incongruous to count cards of employees who obviously 
have no interest in the wages, hours and working conditions 
of unit employees, continuing or otherwise. 


C. The Six Authorization Cards Authenticated by Mason 
London Should Not Be Counted Towards the Union's 
Majority 

Over Respondent’s objections, the Trial Examiner ad- 
mitted into evidence the authorization cards of employees 

Black, ker, Glover, Hampton, Thompson, and Hamilton 

and counted them as evidence of union authorization by 

these employees. The purported signatories themselves 
were not called to testify regarding the authenticity of 
these cards. Instead, the Trial Examiner relied upon the 
testimony of union agent Mason London to authenticate 
the cards, citing Don the Beachcomber, 163 NLRB No. 

36 and cases cited therein and Capital-Varsity Cleaning 

Co., 163 NLRB No. 145, to the effect that the Board ‘‘has 

held that witnesses to the signing of authorization cards 

are competent to testify as to the attending circumstances 
and that cards are properly authenticated through wit- 
nesses who testified to receiving a signed card from the 
signatory employee.’’ (Emphasis supplied). This para- 
phrase of the Trial Examiner is inaccurate as applied to 

Don the Beachcomber and those cases therein cited. In 

those cases, unlike the instant case, the union agent was 

competent to testify to the attending circumstances and 
manner in which the cards were signed, having personally 
observed the signings. 


Moreover, if Capital-Varsity Cleaning Co., supra, stands 
for the proposition that witnesses without first-hand knowl- 
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edge of the signing may authenticate cards, and it is not 
clear that it does, it is wrong as a matter of law. The 
Board itself, in Henry Colder Company, 163 NLRB No. 
13, recognized that merely showing that cards were re- 
ceived in the regular or ordinary course of business is 
not sufficient evidence of authentication. In Colder, after 
the Trial Examiner had received 8 cards upon such evi- 
dence, the Board on June 20, 1966, remanded the case 
to the Trial Examiner for further authenticating evidence. 
Thereafter, the Trial Examiner required direct testimony 
of the alleged signatories, and the Board approved his 
findings and conclusions based thereon. Below, the total 
of London’s testimony is solely that he can recognize his 
own signature on the back of the cards. He remembered 
nothing else. The invalidity of such authenticating testi- 
mony is pointed up by the testimony of Brenda Hoover, 
who first stated she received and witnessed the card of 
Catherine Smalls (JA 40). (General Counsel’s Exhibit 
62). Thereafter, she admitted she was not present at all 


when the card was signed. (JA 604). 


It is settled that a witness called to authenticate a docu- 
ment must have seen the signatory sign the document. 
Cottingham v. Doyle, 122 Mont. 301, 202 P.2d 533. Unless 
the witness were a handwriting expert, the only guarantee 
the trier of facts has as to the competency of authenti- 
cating testimony is the fact that the witness observed 
the non-testifying signatory actually signing the docu- 
ment in question. This same view has been ascribed to 
by the Board in Winn Dixie Stores, Inc., 153 NLRB No. 
29, and Pizza Products Corp., 153 NLRB No. 78. 


The doctrine of past recollection reeorded in no way 
revives London’s testimony for that doctrine incorporates 
the usual requirement that a witness have first-hand know]l- 
edge of the facts in question. United States v. Keppler, 
1 F.2d 315 (C.A. 3, 1924). It is clear that the only first- 
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hand knowledge London possessed as to the persons signing 
or circumstances of the signings was recognition of his 
own signature. (JA 598). 


It is well settled that a document purporting to be of 
a certain authorship is not admissible merely on the 
strength of that purport, but requires some evidence of 
its genuineness before it may be admitted (7 Wigmore, 
Evidence. $2130 (3 ed., 1940). There was no valid evi- 
dence offered that would authenticate these six cards, and 
thus, it is respectfully submitted that they should not be 
counted towards the Union’s majority. 


D. Thirteen Authorization Cards Solicited on the Basis That 
a Majority Had Already Signed Should Not Be Counted 
Towards the Union’s Majority 


In spite of the testimony of thirteen employees that 
they signed cards authorizing the Union to represent them 
upon the misrepresentations of union solicitors that ‘‘a 


majority” or ‘‘all the other”’ employees in the bargaining 
unit had already signed authorization cards, the Trial 
Examiner and the Board counted their authorization cards 
towards the Union’s majority. These thirteen employees 
were: Allen, Benton, Chisholm, Cottle, Delaney, Heck, 
Jones, Patterson, Simmons, Powell, Smalls, Wahlfeldt and 
Wearrien. Except in the case of Cottle, Smalls and 
Wearrien, the Union did not deny that these misrepre- 
sentations were made in soliciting the employees’ signa- 
tures. Further, two employees, Noe and Parker, testified 
that they expected an election to be held. (JA 607-608). 


In nine cases, the Trial Examiner accepted the testi- 
mony of the employees as offered (JA 618) but found 
as a matter of law that the misrepresentations did not 
invalidate the authorization cards. In so finding, the 
Trial Examiner relied on the case of Merrill Azle and 
Wheel Service, 158 NLRB No. 107. Merrill Azle in turn 
relies upon the holding of the Fifth Circuit Court of 
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Appeals in NLRB vy. Cactus Petroleum, Inc., 355 F.2d 
755 (1966), to the effect that ‘‘. . . the testimony of the 
signers as to their subjective state of mind at the time of 
signing did not here operate to overcome the effect of their 
overt action in signing.”’ 


More plainly stated, to hold this position is to hold 
that where there is evidence that signatories did not have 
the subjective intent of authorizing the Union as their 
representative, it is up to the party challenging the validity 
of those authorization cards to demonstrate that the sub- 
jective intent of the signatory should control. 


It is submitted that this holding is incorrect as a matter 
of law, since it ignores the nature of the Board’s card 
check theory. The card check theory is a radical de- 
parture from the overriding purpose of the Act, because 
it establishes a Union as a bargaining agent where the 
Union has been rejected by the employees’ vote, in spite 
of the requirement of Section 9(c) of the Act that the 


Board determine representation questions by means of a 
secret ballot.* 


Thus, whenever the Board employs its card check to 
establish a Union as a bargaining agent, it must be in a 
situation where there is no doubt as to the employees’ 
intent with respect to the Union. For this reason, the 
Board has held that the burden of proving a Union’s 
majority is upon the Board’s General Counsel. John P. 
Serpa. Inc., 155 NLRB No. 12. 


To allow the establishment of a union majority by the 
use of ecards which the signatories themselves testified 


*It is to be noted in this connection that Section 9(¢) was amended in 
1947 to eliminate the Board’s authority to determine representation questions 
by ‘‘any other [than an election] suitable mothods.’’ The legislative history 
is clear that Congress fully intended to eliminate the use of card checks in 
tho representation area. NLRB v. Logan Packing Co., 386 F. 2d 562 (4th 
Cir., 1967). 


18 


were solicited by means of misrepresentation is to subvert 
the entire representation function, since it allows the U nion 
to gain representation rights not by free ballot but by 
deceiving the employees whom it will represent. It can- 
not be seriously argued that this is the intent of the 
Act. The misrepresentation as to majority may be fairly 
found not only as to the thirteen witnesses, but generally 
to all employees. The thirteen witnesses attributed the 
RS misrepresentations to six separate union organ- 

zers, and the misrepresentations were repeated in the 
. ebruary 28 union handbill. (JA 607-614, 491). 

Since its decision in NLRB v. Cactus Petroleum, Inc., 
supra. the Fifth Cireuit has reconsidered its own posi- 
tion with reference to union misrepresentations in soliciting 
authorization eards and in Engineers and Fabricators, Inc. 

NLRB, 376 F.2d 482, 487 (Sth Cir. 1967), that Court 
held: 

--When cards are challenged because of alleged mis- 
representations in their procurement, the General 
Counsel must show that the subjective intent to au- 


thorize union representation was not initiated by such 
representations.”” 


Several cireuits recognize the need to go behind the card 
itself and view subjective intent. NLRB v. Rohtstein, 266 
F.2d 407 (1st Cir. 1959); S. E. Nichols Co., 380 F.2d 438 
(2a Cir. 1967): NLRB v. Dan Hote ard Mfg. Co., 390 F.2d 
ae th Cir. 1968) : Crawford Mfg. Co. v. NLRB, 386 F.2d 

67 (4th Cir. 1967), cert. den. 390 U.S. 1028. 


In S. E. Nichols, the court stated: 


‘T]he clearest written words can be perverted by 
a misrepresentations especially to ordinary w' orking 
people unversed in the witty diversities of labor law.’ 


This is the only realistic rule that can be drawn that 
is both consistent with the General Counsel’s burden of 
proving the Union’s majority status and that recognizes 
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the nature of misrepresentations in the solicitation process. 
If misrepresentations are proven to have been made in 
soliciting cards and employees signed these cards, the 
cards have been tainted. The burden should be on the 
General Counsel to remove that taint. Authorization cards 
should not be the subject of a guessing game; if they are 
to be the basis upon which representation rights are gained, 
their integrity must be beyond question. 


It is submitted that the test applied by the Fifth Circuit 
in Engineers and Fabricators, Inc. v. NLRB, supra, is the 
proper test to apply in the situation where there is evi- 
dence of misrepresentation by solicitors. The interests 
of the employees require that if a card check is to be 
substituted for the results of a secret ballot election, the 
cards be proved to have been honestly solicited and freely 
signed. This the General Counsel has failed to do. Ac- 
cordingly, it is submitted that the General Counsel has 
failed to establish by substantial evidence that the cards 
of these nine employees were sufficient authorizations of 


the Union, and it is respectfully urged that these cards 
should not be counted toward the Union’s majority. 


E. The Authorization of Elizabeth Bowers Was Not Properly 
Authenticated and Thus Should Not Be Counted Towards 
the Union’s Majority 


Despite the fact that Elizabeth Bowers did not testify 
and there was no valid authorization card offered in her 
behalf, the Trial Examiner and the Board found that she 
had authorized the Union as her representative. In so 
finding, the Trial Examiner cited as authority DuBois 
Fence & Garden Co., Inc., 156 NLRB 1003, a case wholly 
inapposite to the case at bar. In DuBois Fence, the pur- 
ported signatory of an authorization card had not signed 
the card bearing his name. However, he personally tes- 
tified at the hearing that he had authorized the Union 
to represent him, and the Board so found in reliance on 


20 


his testimony. Since the signatory never testified in the 
ease at bar, the rule of DuBois Fence does not apply. 


In the case at bar, the Trial Examiner accepted the tes- 
timony of a witness (Miss Bowers’ mother) who admitted 
she did not have personal knowledge of Bowers’ signing 
the card proffered by General Counsel and had never seen 
that card before. (JA 101-102). This being the case, 
there was only one way the witness could have knowledge 
that Miss Bowers signed or when, or upon what represen- 
tations she signed, and that was by Bowers’ own assertion. 


Thus. the witness’ testimony was as to Bowers’ self- 
serving assertion and was offered to prove the truth 
of the matter asserted by Bowers. 


McCormick on Evidence, states at Section 225: 


‘*Hearsay evidence is testimony in court... of a 
statement made out of court, such statement being 
offered as an assertion to show the truth of matters 
asserted therein, and thus resting for its value upon 
the credibility of the out-of-court asserter.”’ 


This is precisely the type of evidence the Trial Examiner 
relied upon here. and it is subject to the objection that 
since Bowers was never subject to cross-examination by 
the Company. there is no check upon her credibility. 


Since the Board’s finding is thus not supported by sub- 
stantial evidence, it must be set aside. Unreliable as 
uthorization cards may be, they are preferable to rank 
hearsay testimony in determining whether an employee 
authorized a Union as his representative. 
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4. GARLAND’S REFUSAL TO RECOGNIZE THE UNION ON 
MARCH 7, AND THEREAFTER WAS BASED UPON A GOOD 
FAITH DOUBT OF UNION MAJORITY STATUS 

The Board has relied upon its well-known Bernel Foam* 
theory to establish the Union’s status as a bargaining agent 
at the Company’s Beaufort, South Carolina, plant. The 
theory of Bernel Foam is bottomed upon the existence of 
valid objections. 


In the context of broad-gauged and blatant discrimina- 
tory actions by the employer obviously calculated to dis- 
sipate the Union’s majority, the theory is probably neces- 
sary to the effectuation of the Act. 


However, in Aaron Bros. Co., 158 NURB No. 108, the 
Board qualified the Bernel Foam rule by stating: 


“Whether an employer is acting in good faith or 
bad faith in questioning the union’s majority is a 
determination which of necessity must be made in the 
light of all the relevant facts of the case ... this does 
not mean that any employer conduct found violative 
of Section §(a)(1) of the Act, regardless of its nature 
or gravity, will necessarily support a refusal to bar- 
gain finding. For instance, where an employer’s un- 
fair labor practices are not of such a character as to 
reflect a purpose to evade an obligation to bargain, 
the Board will not draw an inference of bad faith.’’ 
(Emphasis supplied). 


A consideration of the ‘‘relevant facts of the case’’ 
reveals that on February 28, 1966, the union handbill (JA 
491) was distributed. It claimed majority designation and 
initiated the campaign with an abusive attack upon the 
Company. Immediately upon notice of the handbill, the 
corporate personnel director (JA 368) left Brockton, 
Massachusetts, for Beaufort, South Carolina (JA 369- 
370). At Beaufort during the week between February 28 
and March 7, Kublin spoke to both supervisors and em- 
ployees. (JA 370-371). The supervisors were advised 


* Bernel Foam Products Co., supra. 
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of their responsibilities and restrictions under the Act, 
(JA 3TO-3TL), and so successfully that not a single un- 
fair labor practice was committed by any of them during 
the course of the campaign. The employees were told by 
Kublin, that if the Union had in fact received a majority 
designation, they would not still be seeking further cards 
(JA ST2-378). The employees were also told by Kublin 
that the corporation's employees at Jamaica Plains, Massa- 
chusetts, had not found a need for unionization in 29 years. 
(JA 373). During these talks, several employees asked 
row they could get the Union to return cards to them. (JA 
ST3-374). Kublin stayed in Beaufort through the week of 
February 28, and no demand for recognition was made 
during that week. 


Certainly the above recitation of facts is sufficient to 
show evidentiary reason to doubt the majority claim by 
the Union and to insist that the requirements of the Act 
be met by a duly conducted secret ballot election. 


The Second Cireuit said much the same thing as Aaron 


Bros. supra in NLRB v. Flomatic Corp., 347 F. 2d 74 
(1965), when it stated that a bargaining order ‘‘is strong 
medicine’? and should not issue where there is only 
minimal pre-election behavior by the employer followed by 
a union election defeat. It is submitted that below, the 
Company’s pre-election behavior was at worst, minimal, 
but in fact was not unlawful at all. 


Bernat’s taiks and the incident of the Garland identifi- 
cation labels are the sole allegations against Garland prior 
to the election. The substantial evidence fails to show 
Bernat’s talks as anything but protected 8(c) utterances. 
The Garland identification labels, further, were not shown 
upon the substantial evidence to be anything but volun- 
tary action by the employees, (JA 633) also protected 
under Section 8(c) of the Act as free expression and 
occurring at a time when “‘... apparently large number of 
employees were wearing union insignia.”” (JA 633). 
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Otherwise legal acts cannot be the basis for an anti-union 
animus. NLRB vy, Colvert Dairy Products Company, 217 
I. 2d 44 (10th Cir., 1963); NLRB v. Arkansas Grain Corp., 
supra. he right of free speech guaranteed by the First 
Amendment should not be defeated by a narrow or strained 
construction. Montgomery Ward d Co. v. NLRB, supra. 
The regional director’s decision on the Union’s objections 
was based solely on the Garland identification labels. 


Neither Bernat’s talks, even if taken in their most ad- 
verse view toward Garland, or the wearing of the Garland 
identification tags by some of the employees prior to the 
election would induce any fear of reprisal among the em- 
ployees for lawfully pursuing their union activities, a 
necessary ingredient to an 8(a)(1) violation. Montgom- 
ery Ward & Co. v. NLRB, supra. 


What Aaron Bros. and Flomatic recognize even where 
unfair labor practices are found to exist is that purely as 
a matter of logic, the fact of an employer’s committing 
unfair labor practices during an election campaign does 
not compel a finding that he previously doubted the union’s 
majority. 


Recent decision by the Second, Fourth and Sixth Cir- 
cuits have clarified the question of the relation of em- 
ployer’s unfair labor practices to good faith doubt. In 
NLRB v. Fashion Fair, Inc., — F.24 — (6th Cir., July 30, 
1968), the Court stated: 


“«. |. the mere existence of a bare majority of valid 
authorization cards will not support the finding of an 
8(a) (5) violation and a supporting recognition order, 
if the employer possessed a good faith doubt as to 
the Union’s majority status.”’ 


Moreover: 


“The burden is on the Board’s general counsel to 
prove that Respondents did not possess a good faith 
doubt as to the Union’s majority status.’”’ Citing 
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Pulley v. NLRB, 395 F. 2d $70 (6th Cir., 1968) and 
Lane Drug v. NLRB, 391 F. 2d $12 (6th Cir., 1968). 


In NLRB v. Heck’s Inc., 386 F. 2d 317 (4th Cir., 1968), 
the Fourth Cireuit came to the same decision holding that 
the fact of employer unfair labor practices did not require 
a finding that the employer lacked good faith doubt as to 
the Union’s majority status. 


Perhaps the most enlightened analysis and convincing 
argument in the area of employer good faith doubt can 
be found in Judge Friendly’s majority opinion in NLRB 
v. River Togs. 382 F. 2d 198, (2nd Cir. 1967), which con- 
sidered the Company's efforts to counter the Union’s 
drive (which it found as consistent with an effort to 
thwart unionization as with a purpose to destroy an exist- 
ing majority) and concluded: 


‘<. | . we see no logical basis for the view that sub- 
stantial evidence of good faith doubt is negated solely 
by an employer’s desire to thwart unionization 
whether by proper or even improper means.” 


Substantial evidence does not support the Board’s con- 
clusion that the refusal to recognize the Union on March 
Tth was not in good faith and the Board’s remedy upon 
such conclusion is not permissible. 


$. THE GRANTING OF ADDITIONAL BENEFITS SUBSEQUENT 
TO THE BOARD-CONDUCTED ELECTION WAS NOT IN vIO- 
LATION OF SECTION 8a)(1) OF THE ACT 


The question whether there was an 8(a) (9) duty to bar- 
gain with the Union prior to granting benefits after the 
election is treated elsewhere in this brief; here we treat 
only the 8{a) (1) violation. 


If the granting of the benefits and wage increases were 
in violation of Section 8(a)(1), then it must be further 
established that such changes were for the purpose of af- 
fecting the employees’ freedom of choice by intimidation, 
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coercion or restraint of their Section 7 rights. NLRB v. 
Exchange Parts, 375 U.S. 405; Champion Pneumatic Ma- 
chinery Co., 152 NLRB 300; American Ship Building Co. 
v. NLRB, supra. 


In the case at bar, the Trial Examiner with Board ap- 
proval, found, without more, that the granting of benefits 
after the election was violative of Section 8(a)(1) because 
it was made ‘‘during the existence of the question concern- 
ing representation.’’ (JA 634). 


In Champion, the Trial Examiner with Board approval, 
stated at page 306: 


“General Counsel’s position is that by establishing 
the granting of benefits while the representation case 
was pending he had established a violation of Section 
8(a)(1). Again I must disagree. 


“‘To find a violation here would be to hold that all 
wages and other working conditions must remain fixed 


from the time a petition is filed, or a campaign insti- 
tuted, until the petition is ultimately disposed of. I 
cannot endorse so unrealistic a view.”’ 


In NLRB v. Exchange Parts Co., supra, the Court par- 
ticularly noted: 


““The danger in well timed increases in benefits is the 
suggestion of a fist inside the velvet glove. Employees 
are not likely to miss the inference ...’’ (Emphasis 
supplied). 


Preparation of the Garland Handbook (JA 447-471), 
setting forth benefits made available at Beaufort, South 
Carolina, after June 15, 1966, commenced in 1965. The 
standardization of benefits and preparation of the Hand- 
book was one of the duties of Personnel Director Kublin 
from the beginning of his employment in 1964. (JA 368). 
In December of 1965, the booklet was committed to the 
printer for distribution, first at the Garland Plant at 
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Jamaica Plains in February 1966, and thereafter to the 
other Garland plants. The benefit changes were matters 
already determined, prepared, written and printed long 
before the advent of the Union. (JA 520, 526). The 
withholding of such benefits, which otherwise w ould have 
been granted, merely because of the continued pendency of 
a question concerning representation, would itself be vio- 
lative of the Act. ILGWU v. NLRB, 339 F. 2d 126, (2nd 
Cir. 1964). 


The election was held on May 13, 1966. To date, no 
further election has been scheduled, and the question con- 
cerning representation continues. 


The modification in benefits in June of 1966 was not 
“*well timed’? so as to influence any employee in his free- 
dom of choice. The changes in benefits were permanent 
and unconditional. They were part of a program long 
before undertaken and committed. They were not an- 
nounced or granted until after the election was concluded. 


The granting of additional benefits following the election 
of May 13, 1966, is not shown upon the substantial ev idence 
upon the record to be violative of Section 8(a)(1) of the 
Act. 


6. THE LAYOFFS OF EMPLOYEES REBECCA FRAZIER, ALICE 
EBBS, DORENE CRUMLEY AND EVELYN HOUSTON WERE 
FOR ECONOMIC REASONS AND NOT BECAUSE OF THEIR 
UNION ACTIVITIES. THE DISCHARGES OF JULIA FRAZIER 
AND DOROTHY WALKER WERE FOR CAUSE. 


A. The Layoffs 


Together with a total of some 30 layoffs on September 
9, 1966, Rebecca Frazier, Alice Ebbs, Dorene Crumley and 
Evelyn Houston were permanently laid off for lack of 
work. Shortly thereafter, approximately 40 others were 
permanently laid off and through the remainder of the 
year approximately two-thirds of the remaining employees 
were temporarily laid off. (JA 286-289) 
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Any inference that a termination was motivated by an 
employee’s union activity must be based on evidence and 
the burden of proof is upon the Board. General hostility 
to unions without more does not supply an unlawful motive 
to specific terminations. NLRB v. South Rambler Co., 324 
F. 2d 447, (Sth Cir., 1963); Farmbest, Inc. v. NLRB, 370 

. 24 1018 (Sth Cir. 1967) ; Singer Co., Wood Products Div. 
», NLRB, 371 F. 2d 624 (8th Cir. 1967). 


There is no evidence of anti-union animus in the record 
prior to the September 1966 business situation which 
prompted the substantial layoffs. Bernat made speeches in 
April and May indicating his views that the Company pre- 
ferred not to have the Union, and prior to the election 
various employees wore union insignia and Garland identi- 
fication labels. There is no other evidence of record indi- 
eative of either pro or anti-union consideration by Garland. 
It is submitted that the speeches and the identification tags 
not only were not unlawful, but are an insufficient basis to 
establish anti-union animus in the matter of the layoffs. 


Of the union committee first known to Garland, one, a 
Mary Gregory, was subsequently given a job as personnel 
secretary, (JA 388). Another, Alice Ebbs, an alleged 
victim of an S(a)(3) layoff, was given, in July 1966, a 10- 
cent raise to which she was not entitled because of her 
short seniority, in order to prevent her quitting employ- 
ment. (JA 119, 120, 155, 156). The action of Garland in 
placing one known union committee member in its per- 
sonnel office, and in raising the pay of Alice Ebbs to pre- 
vent her quitting are totally inconsistent with anti-union 
animus and discrimination. The evidence of record dis- 
closes only a layoff of large proportion due to economic 
considerations in which some Union members were included 
together with many other employees. (JA 141-148). 


An employee is not insulated from discharge or from 
economic layoff because he is a union protagonist. Banner 
Biscuit Co. v. NLRB, 356 F. 2d 765, (Sth Cir. 1966) ; NLRB 
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x. A. R. Gieringer Tool Corp., 314 F. 2d 359 (7th Cir. 
1963). 


The Board stated, in Thurston Motor Lines, Inc., 149 
NLEB 1508: 

*+Nor is it permissible that we substitute our judg- 
ment for the Respondent's business Judgment as to 
the relative desirability of retaining one employee in 
preference to another. It must be established, rather, 
that the Respondent’s Judgment was influenced by 
protected activities.”’ 


An inference of unlawful motivation must be based upon 
evidence, direct or circumstantial, not upon mere suspicion, 
and the burden is on the Board to show that such an un- 
lawful motivation was discriminatory and resulted in dis- 
couragement of union membership. Lifetime Door Com- 
pany, 160 NLRB 319, 326. 

There is no showing in the record of unlawful motivation 
as to the layoffs or of any discriminatory action. The evi- 
dence shows only that of a great number of employees 
permanently separated because of considerations of eco- 
nomic judgment, four were identifiable as union adherents, 
and one of these had only two months earlier received a 
pay raise out of turn in order to keep her from quitting 
employment. 


The conclusions of the Board that the layoffs of Rebecca 
Frazier, Evelyn Houston, Dorene Crumley and Alice Ebbs 
were violative of Section 8(a)(3) of the Act are not sup- 
ported by the substantial evidence. 


B. The Discharges 


There is no question but that the second testimony of 
ex-personnel director Van Schyndel, if believable, would 
support the Trial Examiner’s and the Board’s findings and 
conclusions as to the terminations of six employees. At 
the date of Van Schyndel’s latter testimony, he had been 
discharged from employment with Garland, and the record 
discloses as to Van Schyndel that both before, because he 
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suspected discharge, and after his discharge, he engaged 
himself in bitterly anti-employer acts. The Trial Examiner 
who observed him on both occasions chose to disbelieve 
him on all occasions. (JA 644, N. 38) 


Even so, certain documents prepared by Van Schyndel 
in November of 1966 and identified by Van Schyndel upon 
his second testimony, set forth the circumstances of the 
two discharges together with the challenged layoffs. (Re- 
spondent’s Exhibits 41 and 42, JA 529-532) Those ex- 
hibits disclose no improper or unlawful action by Garland. 

The Trial Examiner stated (JA 642) that: 

“‘Van Schyndel testified that in his whole term as 
personnel manager . . . no employee was denied rein- 
statement after pregnancy leave other than Frazier 
and Walker. Respondent took no steps to refute this 
testimony .. .”” 


The Trial Examiner had previously noted (JA 626) as 
to some of the questions posed to President Bernat: 


«| . she [Dorothy Walker] asked why colored 
girls get off on maternity leave and have a hard time 
getting their job back . . .’’. 


Both Julia Frazier and Dorothy Walker were on preg- 
nancy leave at the time of the substantial reductions in 
force due to business conditions which commenced on Sep- 
tember 9, 1966, and continued through the year (JA 102, 
78). Approximately 70 of the total work force were termi- 
nated because of lack of work, and temporary layoffs re- 
duced the remaining work by about two-thirds, (JA 286- 
289) which situation continued into 1967, through the hear- 
ing before the Trial Examiner. 


Both Frazier and Walker were discharged by Van 
Schyndel for abusive language directed towards him dur- 
ing interviews for replacement following their pregnancy 
leave and while conditions were causing substantial layoffs. 


The Trial Examiner further stated that even were he to 
agree that the discharge occurred in anger at insubordina- 
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ion, that since the accusations were grievances in nature 
nat. they Were nonetheless  protecte sd. (JA 642, 643). 
rievances may stand on their own footing and be pro- 

tected, but insubordination is a different matter and is not 

protected. aecrovexe Corp vration of Myrtle Beach, 172 

NLRB No. 97. Further, the Act directs itself to concerted, 

not individual actions or protections. 


oo Frazier and Walker testified for the Board as to 
the Bernat speeches. The Trial Examiner found that it 
was a ‘practical impossibility’’ to recall what was said. It 
is submitted that the testimony of Frazier and Walker as 
to the Van Schyndel interview is subject to and demands 
the same conclusion, and that the only credible evidence of 
record as to their discharges is contained in Respondent’s 
Exhibits 41 and 42. (JA 529-532). The mere fact that an 
employee is known to be active in a union does not im- 
munize him from legitimate disciplinary action. Murray 
Ohio Mfg. Co., 128 NLRB 184. The substantial evidence 


on the record does not support the Board’s conclusion. 


7. THE BOARD DID NOT ERR IN FAILING TO PROVIDE ANY 
RETROACTIVE RELIEF 


The Union first raised the question of retroactive bar- 
gaining relief before the Board in its exceptions dated 
December 7. 1967. It was not raised before the Trial Ex- 
aminer. The Board, consistent with its policy upon 
S(a)(5) remedial orders declined such an unprecedented 
and wholly speculative remedy. 


Several attempts at such a remedy have been before the 
Board: Preston Products Co., Inc., 158 NURB 35; Saks 
and Co.. 160 NLRB No. 59; United Insurance Co., 162 
XLRB No. 33; Monroe Auto Equipment Co., 164 NLRB 
No. 144: Mechanical Specialties Co., 166 NLRB No. 31; 
King Radio Corp., Inc., 166 NLRB No. 70; Drapery Mfg. 
Co., Inc.. 166 NLRB No. 96; Waycross Sportswear, Inc., 
170 NLRB No. 129; Triangle Plastics, Inc., 166 NLRB No. 


31 


86. All have involved substantial unfair labor practices of 
threats, discharges, and refusals to honor the principles of 
good faith collective bargaining. Without exception, the 
Board has refused such a remedy and has declined to de- 
part from its existing policy with respect to remedial §(a) 
(5) orders. 


Such a remedy is unprecedented. Retail, Wholesale and 
Department Store Union v. NLRKRB, ( U.S. App. D.C. 
385 F. 2d 301 (D.C. Cir. 1967), reviewing Saks and Co., 
supra. 


Section 10(¢) of the Act provides that the Board will 
determine such remedy as will effectuate the policies of 
the Act, and it is the Board that is charged with the task 
of devising remedies, to effectuate the policies of the Act. 
NLRB v. Seven-Up Bottling Co., 344 U.S. 344. The rela- 
tion of remedy to policy is peculiarly a matter for the 
3oard, Phelps Dodge Corp. v. NLRB, 313 U.S. 177. The 
Board’s remedy should not be disturbed unless it is a pat- 
ent attempt to achieve ends other than those which can 
fairly be said to effectuate the policies of the Act. Vir- 
ginia Elec. & Power Co. v. NLRB, 319 US. 533. 


Pursuant to the powers and duties imposed upon it by 
the Act, the Board has issued its remedial order (pending 
review by this Court) requiring Garland (JA 651) to 
meet with and bargain with the union upon request. 
However, the Board has declined to grant the demand of 
the Union to speculate as to the possible collective bargain- 
ing achievements of the Union, or to impose monetary 
penalties in a collective bargaining situation wherein 
neither party is legally obligated to yield. NLRB v. A mert- 
can Ins. Co., 343 U.S. 395, or to undertake on behalf of 
either party to interject itself into collective bargaining 
negotiations. Its order, if there is substantial evidence 
to support the conclusion of an 8(a) (5) violation, is not a 
‘‘patent attempt to achieve ends other than those which 
can fairly be said to effectuate the policies of the <Act.’’, 
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nor, if substantial evidence supports the S(a) (5) violation, 
is it an abuse of discretion in the direction demanded by 
the Union. Fibreboard Paper Products Corp. V. NLRB, 
379 U.S. 203: United Steelworkers of America v. NLRB, 
126 U.S. App. D.C. 126, 376 F. 2d 770 (D.C. Cir. 1967), 
cert. den. 389 U.S. 932; Consolo v. F.M.C., 383 US. 607. 

CONCLUSION 


Wuererore, the order of the NLRB directing the Com- 
pany to bargain with a Union which does not represent a 
majority of its employees should be set aside and the por- 
tion of the order directing the Company to reinstate certain 
employees and take certain other action be denied enforce- 
ment. 


Respectfully submitted, 
E. Rey Casey 
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To the Honorable Judges of the United States Court of 
Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit: 


GarLanp Kyirtinc Miits or Beavrort, SoutH CaRoLrNa, 
Ino. (hereinafter called Garland), the petitioner in case 
number 21,832, and intervenor in case number 21,785, pur- 
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suant to Rules 35, 40 and 41 of the Federal Rules of Civil 
Procedure, presents this, its petition for a rehearing 
together with the suggestion that such rehearing be held 
en bane in the above entitled cause, and in support thereof 
respectfully presents the following argument: 


STATEMENT OF PRIOR HISTORY OF THE CASE 


This Court reviewed this case pursuant to the petitions 
of Garland and the International Ladies Garment Workers 
Tnion, AFL-CIO (hereinafter called the Union), and on 
July 1S, 1969, remanded the case to the National Labor 
Relations Board (hereinafter called the 3oard), for fur- 
ther proceedings consistent with the Court’s opinion of 
that date. 


On September 11, 1969, the Board, pursuant to proceed- 
ings on remand, issued its Supplemental Decision and 
Order in the instant case and reaffirmed its original order, 
finding that prior to the election Garland violated Sec- 
tion S(a)(1) of the National Labor Relations Act, by 
making three promises and by distributing Company gar- 
ment tags to employees. The Board also found that sub- 
sequent to the election, the employer made certain wage 
and benefit modifications in violation of See. 8(a)(1) of 
the Act and laid off or discharged six employees in viola- 
tion of Sec. 8(a)(3) of the Act. The Board found that 
although the Union lost the representation election, this 
employer conduct was so flagrant and coercive as to re- 
quire an order directing Garland to bargain with the 
Tnion to repair the effect of the Company’s action. 


The Board further found that it was ‘‘unlikely that the 
lingering coercive effect of these unfair labor practices 
could be neutralized by conventional remedies so as to 
ensure a fair rerun election.”’ Consequently, the Board 
prophesied that ‘‘in this case, the employee sentiment ex- 
pressed through the cards is a more reliable measure of 
employee desires and that statutory policies are better 
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effectuated by issuing a bargaining order than directing a 
rerun election.”? These findings were predicated on the 
conclusion that prior to the election, the Union represented 
an uncoerced majority of employees at the company’s 
Beaufort, South Carolina, plant. 


Following the Board’s motion for enforcement and Gar- 
land’s motion for review and submission of its memoran- 
dum of changed factual situation, this Court, on Decem- 
ber 30, 1969, entered its Judgment on Remand enforcing 
the Board’s Supplemental Decision and Order. 


THE PETITION SHCULD BE GRANTED 


K. THE RECORD CONTAINS NO PROBATIVE EVIDENCE THAT 
THE UNION REPRESENTED A MAJORITY OF GARLAND‘S 
EMPLOYEES AT THE TIME OF ITS DEMAND FOR RECOG- 
NITION, OR THEREAFTER. 


Before the Board can issue a bargaining order compelling 
a respondent to recognize a union as the collective bargain- 
ing agent for its employees, it must be first established that 


a majority of those employees have designated or au- 
thorized the union to act as their representative for pur- 
poses of collective bargaining. ILGWU v. NLRB (Bern- 
hard Altmann Texas Corp.), 366 U.S. 731. The record in 
this case fails to establish that the union ever obtained 
representation rights either before or after the election, 
for an uncoerced majority of respondent’s employees. 


Both the Trial Examiner’s Opinion, and the Opinions of 
the Board, before and after remand, held that the Union 
had established its majority status at the time of its de- 
mand for recognition by authorization cards obtained 
from Garland’s employees.’ These conclusions are pred- 
ieated on the erroneous acceptance by the Board of each 
of the 169 cards proffered by the General Counsel, pur- 
portedly bearing the signatures of the company’s em- 


1 At the time of the demand, March 7, 1966, 321 unit employees were main- 
tained on Garland’s payroll. (JA 620, 658). 
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ployees. Of these 169 signatures, however, seven were 
unauthenticated and hence improperly received into evi- 
dence: the signatures of three employees were those of 
individuals who had left the company at the time the 
Union was claiming majority status, and thirteen signatures 
were obtained through material misrepresentations that 
the Union had already signed up a majority of the em- 
ployees? Without the valid authorization of any nine 
or more of the above employees, whose signatures and au- 
thorizations the General Counsel has relied on to establish 
the Union's majority status, the Board’s issuance of a 
bargaining order would be invalid. 


By affirming the Board’s Supplemental Decision and 
Order. this Court has upheld the Board’s finding and con- 
clusion with respect to the establishment of the Union’s 
majority through authorization cards. For the reasons 
stated below. petitioner challenges the validity of those 
findings and asks that this Court reconsider the facts and 
law on which both it and the Board acknowledged the 
establishment of majority status by the Union. 


1. Authorizations Resulting From Continuing Demands. 


The record attests that, even accepting the Board’s find- 
ing that the union’s demand for recognition was continu- 
ing in nature, three of the employees whose signatures 
the Board relies on to reach its figure of 169 valid designa- 
tions were no longer employed with the company at about 
the time or shortly after the Union claims to have obtained 
its majority. Therefore, if the Board, as it asserts, treats 
the Union’s demand for recognition of March 7, 1966 as 
a continuing one, thereby adding two employees (JA 601, 
658) to the number favoring union representation, then 
it must by the same token subtract from such total the 


2On February 28, 1966, a union handbill was published generally to employ- 
ees, stating that a majority had been obtained. (JA 369, 491). There was no 
majority on February 28, 1966. 
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names of the three employees (JA 602) who had since 
terminated their employment with the company and hence 
had left the unit, thereby relinquishing a voice in the 
matter of union representation. Thus, instead of having 
169 valid authorizations, as claimed by the Board, the 
figure must be reduced to 166. 


2. Unauthenticated Signatures to Seven Employees. 


The Board also relied on the unauthenticated signatures 
of seven employees for purposes of showing that these 
employees had authorized the Union to act as their repre- 
sentative. With respect to the signatures of employees 
Black, Booker, Glover, Hampton, Thompson and Hamilton, 
the only attempt at authentication was through the testi- 
mony of Union agent Mason London, whose testimony in- 
dicated nothing more than that he remembered his own 
signature on the cards in question. From this, the Board 
and now this Court have deduced that London’s testimony 
suffices to authenticate the cards purportedly signed by 
the aforenamed individuals. 


London’s testimony in this respect is hearsay of the 
purest form, for he admittedly recalls nothing of the cir- 
cumstances surrounding these cards. He only recalls his 
signature, (JA 41-42, 598) but his signature is not what 
must be authenticated, but rather those of the employees 
who allegedly endorsed the Union by virtue of their signa- 
tures. 


In an attempt to circumvent this obvious deficiency, the 
Board misconstrues the doctrine of past recollection re- 
corded, which provides a method for introducing testi- 
mony of which the witness himself had at one time per- 
sonal knowledge but cannot personally recall except by 
reliance on his earlier recordation. Here, however, the 
facts do not fit the theory. London recalled nothing of 
the circumstances surrounding the cards and any testimony 
as to them was entirely beyond his competency. It is 
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well settled that a witness called to authenticate a docu- 
ment must at least have seen and remembered the signa- 
tory sign the document. Documents are properly excluded 
where the events surrounding their preparation and execu- 
tion were not within the personal knowledge or observ ation 
of the testifying witness and where there is no showing 
when the document was prepared or the source of the 
writer's information. Independent Iron Works, Inc. v. 
U. S. Steel C orp.. 322 F. 2d 656 (9th Cir. 1963), certiorari 
denied 375 U.S. 922. A document purporting to be signed 
by a certain individual, but without any evidence to sub- 
stantiate its authenticity, is not preperly admissible as 
evidence. Henry Colder Company, 163 NLRB 105, 135, 136 
Aas Summers v. McDermott, 138 F. 2d 338 (3rd Cir. 
943) : see also, 7 Wigmore, Evidence, § 2130 (3 ed., 1940). 


With respect to the card purportedly signed by Elizabeth 
Bowers, the only attempt at authentication was through 
the testimony of Miss Bower’s mother w ho conceded that 
she had no personal knowledge of the fact that her daughter 


signed the card. but relied on her daughter’s assurances 
that she had, at some unspecified time, done so (JA 601). 
Obviously, such testimony is the rankest form of hearsay 
evidence and has no probative value for establishing the 
genuineness of the card purportedly indicating Miss 
Bower’s preference in this matter. 


3. Cards Obtained by Misrepresentation. 


Thirteen of the individuals whose signatures the Board 
relied on for its compilation of a union majority testified 
that they signed the Union’s authorization cards on the 
representation that ‘‘a majority”’ or ‘‘all the other’’ em- 
ployees in the bargaining unit had already signed author- 
ization cards. In truth, no such majority had in fact 
signed at the time. The Sixth Cirenit has recently held 
that such statements are in fact misrepresentations, not 

mere puffing. G & A Truck Line, Inc. v. NLRB, 407 F. 2d 
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120 (6th Cir. 1969).2 Other Circuit Courts of Appeal have 
reached the same conclusion. Schwarzenbach-Huber v. 
NLRB, 408 F. 2d 236 (2nd Cir. 1969); NLRB v. Philamon 
Laboratories, Inc., 298 F. 2d 176, (2nd Cir. 1962) ; NLEBB v. 
Rothstein & Co., 266 F. 2d 407 (1st Cir. 1959).* 


Four days before it issued its supplemental decision and 
order in this case, the Board, on the basis of the Sixth 
Cireuit’s decision in G & A Truck Line, supra, revised its 
earlier position with respect to misrepresentations of card 
solicitors. The Board, when the G & A Truck Line case 
was before it, had relied on Amalgamated Clothing Work- 
ers of America, AFL-CIO (Sagamore Shirt Co.) v. 
NLRB, 365 F. 2d 898, decided by this Circuit on June 
27, 1966, holding that, ‘‘misrepresentations by card so- 
licitors that a majority had already been obtained are 
generally ‘immaterial in determining the validity of au- 
thorization cards, even when signed in reliance thereon,’ 
and do not overcome the effect of . . . [the employees’] 


3In G & A Truck Line, the Sixth Cireuit went on to hold that those mis- 
representations were not misleading to the degree of impairing freedom of 
choice since the employees whose cards were under scrutiny, being former 
union members, were not ignorant of union organizing techniques and hence 
would have undoubtedly signed the authorization cards regardless of the 
misrepresentations. No such findings were made in the instant case and 
petitioners submit that no such findings are warranted on the basis of the 
record. The Sixth Circuit’s decision is also in conflict with this Cireuit’s 
Sagamore Shirt decision (discussed infra) regarding statements that a 
majority of the workers had already signed union authorization cards. This 
Court characterized such statements as puffing which does not vitiate the cards 
unless the comments were a means of coercing employees to sign cards out 
of a fear of reprisal. 


4 In Schwarzenbach-Huber, the Second Circuit recognized the evils associated 
with this bandwagon psychology, commenting that: 


““The intended effect of this widespread diffusion of the Union's false 
claim that it had a majority was undoubtedly to bring the reluctant sheep 
into the fold by telling them the fight was over, the Union had won 
and they might as well get on the bandwagon. No cards handed to the 
Union after the making of such a misrepresentation could possibly be 
deemed valid.’” 
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overt action in signing."’> In re-examining this position, 
the Board in Marie Phillips, 178 NLRB No. 53, 72 LRRM 
1103 (September 5, 1969), concluded that: 


‘“‘there may be situations in which a certain card 
would not have been signed but for the subscriber’s 
reliance upon a misrepresentation that a majority had 
already signed, and to the extent that our G & A de- 
cision suggests that reliance is a wholly irrelevant 
consideration we no longer adhere to that view. Where 
the objective facts, as evidenced by events contem- 
poraneous with the signing, clearly demonstrate that 
the misrepresentation was the decisive factor in caus- 
ing an employee to sign a card, we shall not count such 
card in determining a union’s majority.” 


In footnote 6 of its decision in Marie Phillips, the Board 
cited examples of the type of ‘‘objective facts which might 
tend to show that their cards would not have been signed 
in the first instance but for the misrepresentation that a 
majority had already signed.’’ The Board acknowledged 


that such ‘‘objective evidence would, of course, include oral 
statements immediately preceding or concurrent with the 
signing of the card.* 


In the instant case, the Board made no inquiry into the 
objective facts surrounding the Union’s misrepresentation 
in spite of the fact that the Union, even under the Board’s 
tabulation, had garnered only a scant majority, but treated 
the misrepresentations of the majority status as imma- 
terial. 


$163 NLRB No. 106, 67 LRRM 1084 (1967). The Trial Examiner (JA 
618-619) and the Board (JA 656) relied upon Merril Azle and Wheel Service, 
158 NLRB No. 107 (1966), and Sagamore Shirt Co. (supra), line of reasoning 
3 ing that misrepresentations of majority status ‘‘are immaterial in 
g the union’s majority status on the basis of signed authorization 


” 


672 LRRM 1106 at n. 5. See also, NLEB v. Rothstein § Co., 266 F. 2d 
407 (ist Cir. 1959) where the Court set aside the Board’s finding of a 
union’s bare eard majority on the ground that a signer indicated at the time 
he signed the card that he was doing so in reliance on the representation that 
a majority had already been secured. 
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Petitioner, therefore, submits that re-examined in the 
light of the Board’s revised standards, the cards signed 
by the thirteen individuals mentioned above were the prod- 
ucts of union misrepresentation and that the objective 
facts surrounding the signing of the authorization cards 
in question demonstrate that the cards would not have 
been signed but for the misrepresentation. Under the 
Board’s present holdings, which modify this Court’s de- 
cision in Sagamore Shirt, supra, these cards would not be 
counted towards compiling a union majority and should 
therefore not be counted in the instant case. 


The Supreme Court recently denied certiorari in the 
Schwarzenbach-Huber case, supra, 38 Law Week 3208 of 
December 9, 1969, a case in which the Second Cirenit 
through Judge Medina remarked: 

‘“‘This ‘representation’ card business is an_abomina- 
tion. As presently administered it is a pro-Union de- 
vice that serves no other purpose than to afford a 
method by which elections can be by-passed and the 
Unions ushered in without giving the employees indi- 
vidually or collectively any voice in the matter.” 


The above remarks are especially applicable to the in- 
stant case, where a sizable number of the cards used to 
establish a scant union majority were either unauthenti- 
cated or tainted by material union misrepresentations. 
This Court should not, in the light of the facts revealed 
in the record, become a party to the substitution of the 
unreliable indicia of cards for the face choice of employees 
as expressed in an election. 


B. THE BOARD HAS FAILED TO EXPLICATE THE REASONS 
UNDERLYING ITS CONCLUSION THAT A BARGAINING 
ORDER UNDER THE FACTS OF THIS CASE WAS NECES- 
SARY TO REMEDY THE EMPLOYER'S UNFAIR LABOR 
PRACTICES. 


In its earlier decision in this case, this Court remanded 
the case to the National Labor Relations Board to deter- 
mine whether, ‘‘even in the absence of an 8(a)(5) viola- 
tion, a bargaining order would have been necessary to re- 
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pair the unlawful effect of the [company’s unfair labor 


practices]. *tIn making that determination”’, this Court 
added that *‘the Board should consider whether in view 
of the company’s unfair labor practices, ‘the risks that a 
rerun election might not be possible were too great to dis- 
regard the desires of the employees already expressed 
through the ecards’.”” 


In their supplemental decision and order, the Board 
made no attempt to explicate the reasons why they believed 
a fair rerun election would not be possible. They made no 
examination of the severity of the alleged unfair labor 
practices, the impact on the employees at the time of their 
commission or their lingering effects. Instead the Board 
merely paraphrased the tests laid down in NLRB v. Gissel 
Packing Company, 395 U.S. 575, making affirmative state- 
ments ont of the requisite inquiries set forth in that opinion. 
This rubber stamping by the Board of their earlier decision, 
couched in the language of Gissel, supra, is not what this 
Court commanded of the Board on remand. Nor do the 


Board’s unsupported conclusions comport with the stand- 
ards required of administrative agencies. NLRB v. Metro- 
politan Life Insurance Company. 280 U.S. 438. In short, 
the Board made no attempt to explain how it related the 
unfair labor practices to the freedom of choices of Gar- 
land’s employees with regard to union representation. 
nor did it explain how it arrived at its conclusions. 


Thus, the findings of the Board as to the possible effects 
of the unfair labor practices on a second election are un- 
supported by substantial evidence and are unwarranted 
by the facts contained in the record viewed as a whole. 


Moreover, this Court in its decision after remand made 
no mention of petitioner’s memorandum of changed fac- 
tual situation which was submitted to the Court prior to 
its order of October 29, 1969. The facts contained in this 
memorandum are ones which have a material bearing 
on the very questions which this Court asked the Board 
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to resolve. These facts recite that the portion of the 
Board’s Order requiring the offer of full and immediate 
reinstatement to all 8(a)(3) dischargees or layoffs had 
been complied with, and in this respect the status quo ante 
restored.?. These considerations are most relevant as to 
whether a bargaining order is necessary to repair the 
effects of the unfair labor practices. Yet, this Court, 
although granting petitioner’s motion regarding the 
changed factual circumstances, did not even allude to 
these matters in its decision and order. 


C. THE FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW WITH 
RESPECT TO THE VIOLATIONS OF §8(a)(1) ARE UNSUP- 
PORTED BY SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE. 

The findings of the Board, as approved by this court 
prior to remand, that the company violated §8(a)(1) of 
the Act by promising benefits to the employees prior to 
the election; by granting benefits to the employees follow- 
ing the election; and by distributing company garment tags 
among the employees and observing who accepted them. 
are unsupported by substantial evidence in the record 
viewed as a whole. Universal Camera Corporation v. 
NLRB, 340 U.S. 474. These findings and the conclusions 
upon which they are based fail to comport with the stand- 
ard of proof required for administrative determinations 
and are in disregard of the provisions of the National 
Labor Relations Act and the Board and Court Decisions 
interpreting it. 


CONCLUSION 


Wherefore, upon the foregoing grounds it is respectfully 
requested that this petition for rehearing be granted, and 
that the Supplemental Decision and Order of the Board 


7 Although there was a finding of S(a)(3) violations as to the termination 
of these six employees, their termination occurred in a context of general 
economic layoffs and terminations, affecting all but 97 employees and result- 
ing finally in a work force reduction from 342 employees to approximately 
220 omployees. (JA 142). 
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be, upon further consideration, set aside, and such other 
order issue as the Court deems just and proper. It is 
further suggested that such rehearing be conducted en 
bane. 
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